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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Reverend Michael E. Osborne,

Grace Presbyterian Church, Ocala, FL,
offered the following prayer:

Let us pray. Almighty God, You tell
us in Your Word that You live in a high
and holy place; that You are the King
of all the Earth, before whom the na-
tions tremble, and who will one day
judge every person in righteousness.

Yet O Lord, You have also said You
dwell with the one who is contrite and
lowly in spirit and that You came to
seek and to save that which was lost.

So we come before You, Lord, as very
needy people, asking You to forgive our
sins. We pray for mercy upon this land
and these leaders; for peace among the
nations; for wisdom as we carry on our
work this day; and for humility, that
we might grow in our commitment to
You and to one another.

We pray this in Your matchless
name. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman

from Georgia [Mr. BARR] come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. BARR of Georgia led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
PAGE BOARD
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to section

127 of Public Law 97–377 (2 U.S.C. 88b–3),

the Chair appoints as members of the
House of Representatives Page Board
the following Members of the House:
Mrs. FOWLER of Florida and Mr. KOLBE
of Arizona.

f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF JOHN
F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE
PERFORMING ARTS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to section
2(a) of the National Cultural Center
Act (20 U.S.C. 76h(a)), the Chair ap-
points as members of the Board of
Trustees of the John F. Kennedy Cen-
ter for the Performing Arts the follow-
ing Members of the House: Mr. GING-
RICH of Georgia and Mr. MCDADE of
Pennsylvania.

f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
BOARD OF REGENTS OF SMITH-
SONIAN INSTITUTION

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of sections 5580 and 5581 of the
revised statutes (20 U.S.C. 42–43) the
Chair appoints as members of the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian
Institution the following Members of
the House: Mr. LIVINGSTON of Louisiana
and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
U.S. HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL
COUNCIL

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of Public Law 96–388, as amend-
ed by Public Law 97–84 (36 U.S.C.
1402(a)), the Chair appoints the follow-
ing Members of the House to the U.S.
Holocaust Memorial Council: Mr. GIL-
MAN of New York, Mr. REGULA of Ohio,
Mr. LATOURETTE of Ohio and Mr. FOX
of Pennsylvania.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S. AIR
FORCE ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 9355(a) of title 10,
U.S. Code, the Chair appoints as mem-
bers of the Board of Visitors to the
U.S. Air Force Academy the following
Members of the House: Mr. HEFLEY of
Colorado and Mr. YOUNG of Florida.

f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S.
COAST GUARD ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 194(a) of title 14,
United States Code, the Chair appoints
as a member of the Board of Visitors to
the U.S. Coast Guard Academy the fol-
lowing Member of the House: Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut.

f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S.
MERCHANT MARINE ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1295 b(h) of title 46,
United States Code, the Chair appoints
as members of the Board of Visitors to
the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy
the following Member of the House: Mr.
KING of New York.

f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S.
MILITARY ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 4355(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair appoints
as members of the Board of Visitors to
the U.S. Military Academy the follow-
ing Members of the House: Mrs. KELLY
of New York and Mr. TAYLOR of North
Carolina.
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APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF

BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S.
NAVAL ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 6968(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair appoints
as members of the Board of Visitors to
the U.S. Naval Academy the following
Members of the House: Mr. GILCHREST
of Maryland and Mr. SKEEN of New
Mexico.
f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF INSTI-
TUTE OF AMERICAN INDIAN AND
ALASKA NATIVE CULTURE AND
ARTS DEVELOPMENT

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1505 of Public Law 99–
498 (20 U.S.C. 4412), the Chair appoints
to the Board of Trustees of the Insti-
tute of American Indian and Alaska
Native Culture and Arts Development
the following Member of the House: Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog-
nize five Members on each side for 1
minute.

f

WELCOMING REV. MICHAEL
OSBORNE

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank you for the opportunity to wel-
come my pastor from Ocala, FL. He is
a minister and pastor from Grace Pres-
byterian Church. He comes by way of
Covenant Presbyterian Church in
South Carolina and knows the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
INGLIS] and the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. TALENT] well.

I want to welcome him, and of course
I also want to tell him how important
it is to have him here today. He came
up with part of the National Pastors
Policy Group that Dr. Jerry Falwell
has brought here to Washington as an
attempt to establish the restoration of
the Judeo-Christian ethic here in
America. They are looking for spiritual
revival.

Last night we learned from Dr.
Falwell and Mike Osborne had the op-
portunity to listen to him and meet
him. I wanted to welcome him here and
particularly tell him and Members of
this House, this great body, that we
can pass all the laws we want here in
Washington. Of course, we have a crime
bill almost every year, but the real
hard work is back in each of our con-
gressional districts by pastors such as
Mike Osborne.

If he will preach the gospel and talk
about the Judeo-Christian ethic, we
will restore what is right to this coun-
try and we will not need to pass more
and more laws. I request that all of us

will pray for him and pray for our pas-
tors back in the district that they
might have the ability to transform all
this in our values because the legisla-
tion we pass will not do it as quickly
and as mightily as he does in the pulpit
every Sunday.

So, Mike Osborne, I welcome you to
this great body. And I thank the Chair
for this opportunity.
f

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, a tremen-
dous amount of energy has been put
into the balanced budget amendment
movement. The whole debate has per-
versely served to distract from the im-
portant key issue of the level of gov-
ernment expenditures. A balanced
budget achieved at $1.7 trillion offers
no benefit whatsoever and a great deal
of harm compared to a $1 trillion budg-
et out of balance. This whole debate
over the balanced budget amendment
has coopted the important issue of the
proper size of government.

If Social Security funds are used to
balance the budget, the support for this
project will quickly fade. What is gen-
erally forgotten in this debate is that
the national debt last year rose $261
billion, a far cry from the much talked
about $107 billion deficit. The math is
less clear than alleged.

The deficit problem is a lot more
than an accounting problem. Balancing
the books or pretending to do so will
not solve the problem inherent in a
welfare state manipulated by a major-
ity vote for the benefit of the special
interests.
f

NEIGHBORHOOD PROSECUTION

(Mr. BLAGOJEVICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker,
there is no doubt that community po-
licing works. That is why I am here
today to recommend the next logical
step in grassroots law enforcement:
Neighborhood prosecution.

As a former prosecutor, I am proud
to introduce a bill that would create a
$10 million pilot program to put pros-
ecutors on the streets of America.
These new prosecutors would expand
their duties beyond the courtroom and
work with residents to spot the causes
of crime and aggressively root them
out.

One might ask, why should prosecu-
tors care about broken windows, graf-
fiti, dark alleys, and abandoned build-
ings? Simply put, these conditions
breed crime. Studies have shown that a
broken window is the first step toward
graffiti, which is the first step toward
loitering, which is the first step toward
gang activity. My plan says, fix the
broken window; stop the cycle of
crime.

THE 100th ANNIVERSARY OF THE
PTA

(Mr. BARR of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
our Nation continues to benefit from
one of the greatest educational sys-
tems on the face of the earth due large-
ly to the efforts of two groups of very
special people. I speak not of Washing-
ton bureaucrats but rather of the par-
ents and teachers in our local commu-
nities who work together tirelessly on
behalf of our children.

I proudly commend Parent and
Teacher Assoc. across America for
their efforts to fight for schools that
are safe and in which our children are
taught values and knowledge that we
hope will last them a lifetime.

I am also proud because Cobb Coun-
ty, GA, in the seventh District of Geor-
gia is the birthplace of Alice McClellan
Birney, the original founder of the
PTA, which on February 17 celebrates
its 100th anniversary. A special service
will be held next Monday at Marietta
High School in Marietta, GA, com-
memorating Alice McClellan Birney,
and the millions of parents, teachers,
and students whose lives she has
touched.

On this 100th anniversary of the PTA,
I urge my colleagues to join me in hon-
oring Alice McClellan Birney and the
millions of men and women of today’s
PTA’s for the commitment and fore-
sight they have exhibited to launch
and continue this vital institution, an
enduring living legacy to better edu-
cation in America.

f

TUITION CREDITS

(Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
we have a golden opportunity to pass a
measure that will help working fami-
lies and their children secure the edu-
cation and job training they need to
get ahead. In the next few months we
will debate a proposal that will provide
up to $10,000 a year in tax deductions to
working families so they can send their
children to college or vocational
school.

Under the plan, parents could also
improve their lives through career
training. As a former teacher, I know
that education is the best way for peo-
ple to help themselves and for families
to improve their lives. Global market-
places and rapidly developing tech-
nologies make it hard to compete with
just a high school diploma. In fact, the
Census Bureau reports that college
graduates earn an average of $17,000
more than high school graduates every
year. Figures like these show what we
already know: Educational opportuni-
ties translate directly into economic
security.
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That is why I promised the working

families and young people of my dis-
trict that I would fight to get this tui-
tion deduction passed through this
Congress. Please join me in supporting
this important initiative.

f

THE TRUTH ABOUT A TYRANT

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, President
Clinton recently rolled out the red car-
pet for one of the most repugnant fig-
ures of our time, Chinese Defense Min-
ister Chi Haotian, better known as the
butcher of Tiananmen Square. General
Chi ordered the slaughter of hundreds,
perhaps thousands of brave Chinese
students who were demonstrating for
freedom.

The picture of General Chi’s tanks
rolling in to crush the democracy
movement remains etched in our minds
forever. It was almost incomprehen-
sible, then, to learn that our President
would honor Chi at the White House. I
am not sure whether coffee was served
but sickeningly our military was or-
dered to give the butcher a 19-gun sa-
lute. Meanwhile Chi denied that the
Tiananmen Square massacre ever oc-
curred.

I do believe that we can improve
human rights in China by increasing
our presence there and promoting
American values. Increased contacts
with China can help but only if we fol-
low the course set by President Ronald
Reagan in speaking the truth about
evil. We must not shrink from calling
evil by its name, and we must not
paper over truth about tyrants such as
Chi, no matter what positions they oc-
cupy or what ties we are seeking.

f

LUCASVILLE PRISON

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, after
a 1993 riot at Lucasville Prison, Ohio
taxpayers spent $353 million to
straighten it out. If that is not enough
to bust your parakeet, check this out:

To settle a lawsuit filed by the pris-
oners, the inmates in this prison, Ohio
taxpayers must now pay another $4
million for punitive damages and prop-
erty damages of these prisoners. Unbe-
lievable, $4 million to rapists, armed
robbers, and murderers.

This Lucasville ordeal is a classic ex-
ample of how we treat crime in Amer-
ica. The law turns its back on the vic-
tims of rapists and murderers, then
turns around and compensates rapists
and murderers in prison who burned
the place down and destroyed it. Beam
me up. If there is any sense left, some-
one explain it to me in writing.

I yield back the balance of any more
punitive or property damages.

b 1015

REINTRODUCING THE RICKY RAY
HEMOPHILIA RELIEF ACT

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, shortly I
will reintroduce the Ricky Ray Hemo-
philia Relief Fund Act, which gained
249 cosponsors in the last Congress.
This bill responds to the tragedy of he-
mophilia-associated AIDS. In the 1980’s
nearly half of the hemophilia commu-
nity became infected with the AIDS
virus through the use of tainted blood
products. About half of those, approxi-
mately 7,200 people, many of whom
were children, have already died.

As they did last Congress, students
from Robinson Secondary School in
Fairfax, VA, have visited Members’ of-
fices to lobby for this bill. These bright
and articulate students belong to the
Distributive Education Clubs of Amer-
ica, an association of high school stu-
dents enrolled in marketing education
courses and committed to the free en-
terprise system.

Their efforts on behalf of the Ricky
Ray bill have been impressive. I hope
my colleagues will lend them an ear,
cosponsor this bill, and help bring com-
passionate assistance to hurting vic-
tims of the hemophilia community.
f

HOW BEST TO HONOR OUR FLAG

(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, respect
and honor for the flag is a subject
again before this House. How best do
we do it?

As a Marine veteran, I cherish the
symbol of our country’s freedoms to
which we pledged allegiance just a few
minutes ago. But should we amend the
Bill of Rights for the first time in our
Nation’s history? Should we eat into
the guarantee of free speech that is the
essence of this country in order to pro-
tect the flag? The answer is no.

Let us not fall into the mistake of
elevating the symbol of our freedoms
above our freedoms themselves. This
country is strong enough to withstand
dissent, even dissent expressed so of-
fensively that it involves the desecra-
tion of the flag.

For those who want to reaffirm their
love of country and flag, the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] and I are in-
troducing a resolution today that does
that but does not amend the Constitu-
tion.

Honor the flag? Absolutely. We honor
it best by keeping the Constitution as
it is. Honoring the freedom that we
stand for best honors our flag.
f

TRIBUTE TO STEVE KORPF

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to a very special
man, a man who loves his family and
loves his country, my friend Steve
Korpf.

Steve Korpf and I have been friends
for about 10 years. He exemplifies what
all of us cherish: faith, character, and
courage. During our 10-year friendship
Steve has been battling various forms
of cancer. He is now in a fight that the
doctors tell him he is not going to win.

His friends in Mankato, MN, are or-
ganizing a tribute and benefit on Feb-
ruary 22 to help defray the cost of his
long battle. I am pleased to support
their efforts and will hopefully be able
to be present that evening to honor a
truly special American.

My prayers are with Steve and his
wife Dorothy as well as his family. I
know that my life has been enriched
for having known him. Thank you,
Steve, for being one of my heroes.
f

IN REMEMBRANCE OF THE LATE
HONORABLE PAMELA HAR-
RIMAN, UNITED STATES AMBAS-
SADOR TO FRANCE
(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, as Con-
gress convenes this morning, official
and diplomatic Washington is gather-
ing at the National Cathedral to honor
and give thanks for the life of our Am-
bassador to France, Pamela Harriman.
Many of us would like to be there but
our official duties prevent us from
doing so.

As is demonstrated by this portrait
of Lafayette in our gallery, along with
the only other portrait, that of George
Washington, our relationship with
France is a very special one, and indeed
we sent as our Ambassador our very
best.

I know it is a source of great pride to
Pamela’s family that the President of
France eulogized her as well as be-
stowed upon her France’s highest
honor. I know it is also a source of
pride that the President of the United
States and the First Lady will eulogize
her today and mourn her passing. I
hope it is a comfort to Ambassador
Harriman’s family that so many people
in this House, and indeed so many
Americans, join our First Family in
mourning this great loss.

Pamela’s last weekend, before she
took ill and then died during the week,
was spent attending the christening of
her great-grandchild, her Churchill
great-grandchild. What a perfect end to
a great life.

I know I speak for many here when I
say to Pamela, adieu, and thank you.
f

RESIGNATION FROM THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KINGSTON) laid before the House the
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following resignation from the House
of Representatives:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, February 13, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER GINGRICH: I hereby resign
my congressional seat effective immediately
so that I can assume my post in the Presi-
dent’s Cabinet as Ambassador to the United
Nations.

It has been an honor to serve in the United
States Congress as New Mexico’s third dis-
trict representative for the past 14 years. I
have been especially proud to represent the
people of New Mexico whose kindnesses to-
wards me and my family have been equalled
only by the unmatched beauty of the state
itself.

Sincerely,
BILL RICHARDSON,

Member of Congress.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, February 13, 1997.
Hon. STEPHANIE GONZALES,
Secretary of State, State Capitol, Santa Fe, NM.

DEAR STEPHANIE: I hereby resign my con-
gressional seat effective immediately so that
I can assume my post in the President’s Cab-
inet as Ambassador to the United Nations.

It has been an honor to serve in the United
States Congress as New Mexico’s third dis-
trict representative for the past 14 years. I
have been especially proud to represent the
people of New Mexico whose kindnesses to-
wards me and my family have been equalled
only by the unmatched beauty of the state
itself.

Sincerely,
BILL RICHARDSON,

Member of Congress.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, a copy of the official letter
of resignation from the gentleman of
New Mexico, Mr. RICHARDSON, will be
submitted to the Secretary of State of
New Mexico on this date and will be in-
serted into the RECORD and the Journal
at this point.

There was no objection.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Joint Resolution 36
and that I may be allowed to include
tabular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.
f

APPROVING THE PRESIDENTIAL
FINDING REGARDING THE POPU-
LATION PLANNING PROGRAM

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to the provisions of section
518(A)(e) of an act making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for fis-
cal year 1997 (Public Law 104–208), I
move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
36) approving the Presidential finding

that the limitation on obligations im-
posed by section 518A(a) of the Foreign
Operations, Export Financing, and Re-
lated Programs Appropriations Act,
1997, is having a negative impact on the
proper functioning of the population
planning program.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
LIVINGSTON].

The motion was agreed to.

b 1022

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of House Joint Resolution 36
with Mr. DREIER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

By unanimous consent, the joint res-
olution was considered as having been
read the first time.

The text of House Joint Resolution 36
is as follows:

H.J. RES. 36
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the House of Rep-
resentatives and Senate approve the Presi-
dential finding, submitted to the Congress on
January 31, 1997, that the limitation on obli-
gations imposed by section 518A(a) of the
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1997,
is having a negative impact on the proper
functioning of the population planning pro-
gram.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to section
518A(e) of the Foreign Operations Ap-
propriations Act for 1997, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] will control 1 hour in opposition
to the joint resolution, and the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI]
will control 1 hour in favor of the joint
resolution.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GREENWOOD] and I ask
unanimous consent that he be allowed
to yield to other Members.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from California?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. LIVINGSTON].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, today we are consider-
ing a resolution which would endorse a
finding by the President that the delay
until July 1, 1997, in the obligation of
funds for international family planning
‘‘is having a negative impact on the
proper functioning’’ of the program.
This resolution is being considered
under expedited procedures as called
for in section 518A of the Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1997.

The decision to delay obligations for
international family planning funds
until July 1, but to require a vote to

release the funds by March 1 of this
year pursuant to a finding by the
President, is the result of a com-
promise struck by the House leadership
and the White House during negotia-
tions on the Omnibus Consolidated Ap-
propriations Act of 1997. The agree-
ment also calls for a total funding level
of $385 million for international family
planning, instead of $356 million as pro-
vided in fiscal year 1996. In addition,
funds are apportioned on a monthly
basis of not more than 8 percent.

We are not dealing directly in this
resolution with the so-called Mexico
City policy, because the House has
been unable to get the Senate and the
White House to agree to it for the past
2 years. The Senate only voted once di-
rectly on the policy in the past Con-
gress. On November 1, 1995, by a vote of
53 to 44, it rejected the Mexico City
provisions included in the House ver-
sion of the fiscal year 1996 Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations Act. In addi-
tion, the White House threatened to
veto such appropriations acts if Mexico
City language was included.

The chairman of the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing and Related Programs, the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN],
offered a compromise last year which
would have allowed organizations that
refused to agree to abide by the Mexico
City policy to receive family planning
funds, but at a level not to exceed 50
percent of the total provided to each
such organization in 1995. Organiza-
tions that agreed to abide by the Mex-
ico City policy would not have been
capped.

That compromise was endorsed by
the House but rejected by the adminis-
tration. Had it been accepted, we would
not be here today and international
family planning funds would be flowing
without delay in obligations.

This is the second year that the obli-
gation of funds for international family
planning has been delayed. As I stated
earlier, the House could not reach a
compromise with the administration or
the Senate on the Mexico City policy
as part of the fiscal year 1996 appro-
priations act and, as a result, delayed
obligations until July 1 of that year as
well.

However, the obligation delay was
explicitly intended to encourage the
authorizing committee to address this
issue as part of the pending authoriza-
tion bill for foreign affairs. As passed
by the House, the 1995 foreign aid au-
thorization bill included Mexico City
policy language. Unable to work out a
compromise with the Senate and the
administration, all language was
dropped in the final conference report
on the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that this
changes this year. I hope that we do
not have to debate this anymore. Pol-
icy issues surrounding international
family planning should be addressed by
the Committee on International Rela-
tions, not the Committee on Appro-
priations. I urge the authorization
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committee to resolve this issue so that
legislative language on the Mexico
City policy does not continue to have a
negative impact on the proper func-
tioning of the appropriations process.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of House Joint Resolution 36, the
Presidential finding on international
family planning funds. As I call on my
colleagues to vote for this resolution, I
want to remind us all why this vote is
occurring.

Our distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, Mr. LIV-
INGSTON, has presented a long version
of it and I will do a brief one. But, first,
I want to commend him for the spirit
of fairness in which he has enabled this
resolution to come to the floor, which
is in keeping with his great leadership
as chair of our committee.

I also want to recognize the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH],
who is in opposition to this resolution,
has his own resolution on the floor
today. I do not think I have ever served
with a finer Member of Congress. He is
a great champion for child survival is-
sues and human rights issues through-
out the world. I have great respect for
him. Unfortunately, I disagree with
him on this issue, but I want to pay
homage to his commitment to child
survival issues.

Mr. Chairman, we are here today be-
cause of an agreement, as our chair-
man mentioned, that was entered into
in the fall. In order to break an im-
passe, President Clinton and the House
of Representatives, the Republican
leadership, entered into an agreement
on the foreign aid bill and, indeed, the
entire and continuing resolution for
fiscal year 1997.

Under the agreement President Clin-
ton agreed to a reduced level of funding
for population of $38.5 million and to a
4-month delay in any obligation to
have the funds. The funds would go for-
ward now or March 1 if the President
certified to Congress that the delay is
having an adverse impact on inter-
national family planning programs and
the House and Senate vote to approve
the President’s finding.

Indeed, the President’s certification
states that further delay will cause se-
rious, irreversible and avoidable harm
to the lives and well-being of many
thousands of poor women and children
throughout the world.
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Indeed, the delay undermines U.S. ef-
forts to promote child survival and ac-
tually increases the number of abor-
tions worldwide. Evidence from all re-
gions of the world show increased con-
traceptive use by reducing unintended
pregnancies plays a major role in re-
ducing abortions.

I join with many well-known develop-
ment organizations, such as CARE,
World Vision, Save the Children, and

some church-related groups such as
Church World Service, Lutheran World
Relief, and the National Council of
Churches, to name a few, in urging my
colleagues to vote yes in accepting the
presidential finding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to take the
balance of my time to make three
points. What do the population funds
do, how are they used; second, what
they do not do, they do not promote
abortions, and how do we monitor that.

U.S. support for international family
planning programs emphasizes vol-
untary family planning as a part of an
integrated approach to population and
development that includes complemen-
tary activities to promote health, the
status of women, child survival, and
strong families.

The goals of U.S. leadership in global
population are: To promote the rights
of couples to determine freely and re-
sponsibly the number and spacing of
their children, improving individual re-
productive health, and reducing popu-
lation growth rates to the levels con-
sistent with sustainable development.

I will put more in the RECORD about
the work of our international family
planning efforts. Time does not permit
me to go into more detail here. How-
ever, I will say that gains made from
the delivery of services such as immu-
nization, diarrheal control, and nutri-
tion programs for children are most ef-
fective and sustainable when combined
with programs for women on child
spacing, maternal health services, and
access to contraceptives.

In fact, in most instances throughout
the developing world by sheer necessity
the delivery of these programs takes
place simultaneously. Inaction today
not to accept the President’s finding
would disrupt child survival and family
planning services and will end up cost-
ing us dearly both in human and finan-
cial terms.

What the population funds do not do:
AID’s funds are not used for abortion.
As this chart indicates very clearly,
since 1973, with the enactment of the
Helms amendment, AID’s population
program has been legally prohibited
from supporting or encouraging abor-
tion as a method of family planning. I
will state these prohibitions specifi-
cally, and I have the actual statutes
with me at the desk if any one of our
colleagues wishes to inspect them.

No USAID funds can be used to pay
for the performance of abortions as a
method of family planning or to moti-
vate a person to have an abortion. No
funds can be used to lobby for or
against abortion. No funds can be used
to purchase or distribute commodities
or equipment for the purpose of induc-
ing abortions as a method of family
planning, and no funds can be used to
support any biomedical research which
relates in whole or in part to methods
of or the performance of abortions as
methods of family planning.

Strict procedures assure that no AID
funds are used by contractors for abor-
tions, and these procedures in place to

ensure that no funds are used include,
and I have another chart on that, le-
gally binding contracts that include
standard clauses specifically listing
prohibited activities. Violators are sub-
ject to heavy fines and loss of future
funding.

It also includes close technical mon-
itoring for requiring detailed annual
work plans, regular independent audits
according to Federal acquisition regu-
lations of both contractors and sub-
contractors.

There have been claims that all popu-
lation funds will be dispersed without
pro-life safeguards if this resolution
passes. This is simply not so. It is es-
sential to restart funding for these
international family planning pro-
grams to promote the health and well-
being of millions of families through-
out the world.

Mr. Chairman, I do not hesitate to
characterize this vote, based on the ex-
ploding population growth we are expe-
riencing, as vital to the future of our
planet, and one that is first and fore-
most about providing families with the
real means to lift themselves from pov-
erty, provide for their children and live
with dignity. We must not hold the
poor children of the world hostage to
congressional politics. Let us take a
step forward today, not backward. Vote
‘‘yes’’ on the resolution.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. HYDE], the very distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, the debate really is
not about family planning, although
we will hear that term a lot. This is
about abortion. Family planning, prop-
erly defined, is the matter of getting
pregnant or not getting pregnant. It
has nothing to do with abortion. True,
abortion will hold down the population
gain because you are eliminating peo-
ple, you are killing them, you are ex-
terminating them. But that has not
been the policy of our Government and
our country. And even now we give lip
service to the fact that none of these
funds can be used to pay for abortions.
But what happens is the money goes to
an organization, or organizations, that
perform abortions, that counsel for
abortions, that lobby for abortions in
countries as a means of family plan-
ning.

Now, that wall between abortion and
family planning should remain in
place. Under the legislation of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]
every penny of family planning money
goes to organizations engaged in fam-
ily planning, properly defined. It will
only be withheld from those organiza-
tions that counsel, perform, and pro-
mote abortions.
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Now, the idea that none of this

money can be spent for abortions, I
just wish frankly people would under-
stand that we understand money is fun-
gible. And if you provide money for
purposes A and B, you are freeing up
other money for C and D. So that real-
ly is not an argument.

The Mexico City policy, which was
the policy until this President assumed
office—and 2 days after he was in of-
fice, he reversed it—provides that we
will support lavishly and generously
family planning. I am not objecting to
that. But not subsidize—indirectly, or
directly, in any way—abortions, and
not subsidize organizations that per-
form abortions. That was the policy.
Three hundred fifty foreign organiza-
tions agreed to its terms, including the
International Planned Parenthood Fed-
eration. And they have affiliates in 57
countries. The only one that did not
agree, and that is what we are fighting
about here, is International Planned
Parenthood Federation of London.

So I just suggest, if you think abor-
tions are a good idea, and I do not
know anybody that will admit to that,
but I do know a lot of policymaking ac-
tivities that amount to supporting
abortion. I hope Members will vote
‘‘no’’ on the President’s finding.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY], a member of the
Foreign Operations Subcommittee of
the Committee on Appropriations and,
more importantly, a leader in our
country on international family plan-
ning issues.

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the privileged resolu-
tion to release the funds for inter-
national family planning programs on
March 1. I have personally visited clin-
ics supported by this aid, and I have
seen firsthand the very critical work
they are doing for our families, for
women, for children, for infants.

Each year approximately 600,000
women worldwide die of pregnancy-re-
lated causes, leaving 1 million children
without mothers. These are unneces-
sary, tragic deaths that could be avoid-
ed through access to family planning
services.

Recently several of my colleagues on
the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations and I visited Misr El Kadima, a
maternal and child health center in
Cairo, Egypt. This center is a success
story and is one of the many successful
facilities supported by USAID world-
wide.

Family planning is just one of the
basic health care services provided at
the center. The doctors, nurses, labora-
tory technicians who spoke with us
provide immunizations for children,
routine prenatal care, treatment for
common diseases, general outpatient
care, not abortion.

Some of these clinics in Egypt are 5
miles from the nearest city. If these

clinics are shut down, as would happen
if these funds do not go forth, what are
these women going to do for these vital
services? In Cairo and in the rest of the
developing world, family planning serv-
ices are literally a matter of life and
death.

In Egypt, largely due to USAID sup-
port, contraceptive use has doubled in
the last 15 years and the increase has
been directly linked to decreases in in-
fant mortality and maternal death.
Over the last decade, as the rate of con-
traceptive use in Egypt rose, the infant
mortality rate dropped 42 percent. As
the doctors explained, family planning
services allow families to plan and
space the birth of their children.

If the funds at issue are withheld until July
1, USAID’s main contract in Egypt will be sus-
pended. This disruption would force clinics like
the one that I visited to stop providing these
life-savings services, and would have a dev-
astating impact on thousands of men, women
and children. So let’s be clear—a ‘‘no’’ vote
closes clinics that save lives.

I urge you to remember what this vote is
really about. This vote isn’t about abortion—
the clinic that I visited in Egypt does not pro-
vide abortions nor do any United States funds
go to abortion services. This vote is about re-
leasing funds for medical services that save
the lives of mothers and babies worldwide.
Vote for these families. Vote for the resolution.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York [Ms. MOLINARI].

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, fam-
ily planning has clearly proven to save
the lives of women and infants. Sadly,
1,600 women die every day, 1 woman
every minute, of pregnancy-related
causes because they do not have access
to reproductive health services, includ-
ing family planning. Nearly half of the
women today who die from maternity-
related causes would still be alive
today if they could have prevented un-
wanted pregnancy in the first place.
Nearly all would be saved if they had
access to reproductive health care. By
giving women the access to health
services they so desperately need dur-
ing their childbearing years, we will
help prevent thousands of maternal
deaths. The World Bank estimates im-
proved access to family planning can
reduce the number of maternal deaths
that occur annually by 20 percent. In
addition to that, family planning pro-
grams have also helped stop the spread
of sexually transmitted diseases, in-
cluding HIV. Access to contraception is
not only crucial in avoiding unwanted
pregnancies but in fighting the spread
of the ever-growing HIV virus, and we
all know these sexually transmitted
diseases do not stay within borders and
impose immense risk to the overall
population. To delay the release of
funds until July will result in in-
creased abortions, unintended preg-
nancies, the further spread of AIDS,
and the deaths of thousands of women.
Seventeen of the 95 programs will have
to be shut down, denying millions of
women access to effective contracep-
tive services. Doctors and nurses will

lose access to obstetrical care, and the
treatment of sexually transmitted dis-
eases and community health workers
who teach important health interven-
tion, including immunizations and pre-
and postnatal care, will be eliminated.

Mr. Chairman, let us give women and
their children more control over their
childbearing and health-related deci-
sions and families the self-sufficiency
they want, the health and the hope
that they deserve.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING].

Mr. BUNNING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, the question before us
today is not whether we should support
international family planning and edu-
cational programs. The question today
is whether or not this Nation or this
body supports the use of abortion as a
means of family planning.

As far as I am concerned, the terms
‘‘family’’ and ‘‘abortion’’ are totally
incompatible. This Nation and this
Congress cannot and should not sub-
sidize an organization which advocates
abortion or which lobbies for the legal-
ization or expansion of abortion as a
means of limiting population growth.
We should not allow abortion to be-
come our next major export.

It is true that the Helms amendment
prevents the direct use of U.S. funds to
pay for abortion procedures. But it
does not prevent indirect funds of pro-
grams that promote the legalization or
expansion of access to abortion as a
means of birth control in developing
nations. To do that, we must defeat
this resolution and reinstate the Mex-
ico City policy.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to defeat this resolution. Help us rein-
state the Mexico City policy and show
the world that we are willing to sup-
port education and other family prac-
tices, but not at the expense of the in-
nocent unborn. Vote ‘‘no’’ on this reso-
lution and vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Smith-
Hyde-Oberstar substitute.
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. TORRES], a member of the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs
and a leader on this issue.

(Mr. TORRES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of this resolution to
release on March 1 the funds that we
have already agreed to provide for
international planning programs.

This is not a vote on abortion. No
U.S. funds can be used to lobby or per-
form abortions; that is already prohib-
ited by law as so well explained by the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI].

This is not a vote to increase funding
for family planning programs. The fis-
cal year 1997 funding level is already



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H533February 13, 1997
set. We did that last year as part of the
foreign operations appropriations bill.
This vote is merely to decide when to
release the funds. We are already 5
months in arrears in providing for this
money. Not a single dime has been ap-
propriated.

Mr. Chairman, I say to my colleagues
that this is a pro-family vote, a vote
for women’s health and survival. To
continue to delay in funding will cost,
simply, many, many lives. A UNICEF
report has found that just meeting the
existing demand for family planning in
the developing world would reduce un-
intended pregnancies by one-fifth, thus
reducing the 600,000 annual maternal
deaths at least by the same amount.

The counterproductive effects of the
delay on international family planning
programs are detailed in the Presi-
dent’s finding. There are country pro-
grams here in this hemisphere for
which the funding delay would be espe-
cially harmful.

In Mexico some nongovernmental or-
ganization clinics will potentially close
including those in Chiapas, one of the
states in Mexico which has tremendous
unmet needs for family planning serv-
ices. Currently, USAID is supporting
programs that serve 70,000 people there
annually.

In Haiti this May, there will be staff
layoffs of thousands of staff people that
would help to service men and women
who without family planning would
have devastating effects.

I urge, I urge a yes vote on this reso-
lution.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. CAMPBELL].

(Mr. CAMPBELL asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, the
question before us today deals with a
just and absolutely essential need in
the world. I think my colleagues have
made this clear. But one colleague in
particular, my dear friend and a man
for whom I have a great deal of respect,
the gentleman from Illinois, said that
abortion and family planning are not
related; and of course that is right. No-
body wants abortion as a means of fam-
ily planning. But that ignores one very
important point, and it is true from
anybody who has visited family plan-
ning centers in the United States.

Many, many women come to a family
planning center because they think
they are pregnant, and their first expo-
sure to family planning is because they
think they are pregnant. That is the
truth in the United States; it is demon-
strably even more so in the Third
World. USAID has done studies on this.

In particular, in Tanzania they found
that, when women came in for a legal
abortion, only 19 percent had had any
education exposure to, or experience
with, family planning. And USAID
found in Egypt that, when women came
in, if they had an abortion, they left, 98
percent of them, aware of family plan-
ning. The other study is in Turkey

where the realization of family plan-
ning doubled.

So if we say family planning and
abortion are not related, we are really
missing an important point: the
woman who comes to seek assistance
most often is going to a place where
she believes that she can get an abor-
tion, if that is what she needs, if that
is what is legal in her country, but
leaves, God willing, never to have an-
other abortion. And that is just
blocked with the Mexico City policy
because the place where she would go
to get the abortion counseling or the
abortion services would no longer be
there to offer the family planning as-
sistance either.

So that point, I think, has been
missed in the debate.

I conclude simply by saying this. My
wife and I traveled to India within the
last couple of months at our own ex-
pense. And we just saw a country, with
40 percent of the world’s poor, 17 per-
cent of the world’s population. We are
our brother’s keeper, we are our sis-
ter’s keeper.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentlewoman from Florida
[Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN], a member of the
Committee on International Relations.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition of H.J. Res. 36, for
this is a thinly veiled attempt to ma-
nipulate the Members of this Chamber
into releasing population control fund-
ing 4 months prior to the date stipu-
lated in the appropriations bill. The
Clinton administration seems to be
under the impression that it can in-
voke waivers on any law or make find-
ings such as these with no concrete evi-
dence to support its contentions, just
rhetoric. It is simply an attempt to
justify breaking the compromise
reached during last year’s debate.

Supporters of these programs would
have us believe that their objective is
to save lives, that these programs are
needed because the countries in Latin
America and other regions are unable
to sustain population growth. However,
if they are truly concerned about the
well-being of the people of these coun-
tries, then why do not they take the
$385 million they want released and
apply them toward vaccination pro-
grams or better medication to improve
child survival rates or better nutrition
programs?

The future of all nations is in the
hands of today’s children who, if given
an opportunity, will become the lead-
ers of tomorrow. Yet these population
programs are directly and purposefully
advocating abortion as a form of birth
control, and by doing so they are help-
ing to deprive these countries of their
potential.

Abortion should never be promoted
as family planning.

The United States commits a grave
mistake in always assuming that it
knows what is best for others. Are we
to be so patronizing of our neighbors in
the hemisphere and other regions to

think that we know what their society
needs better than they do?

It seems that the Clinton administra-
tion is not content with increasing
government intervention in the affairs
of U.S. citizens. Apparently, it now
feels the need to run the lives of indi-
viduals in other countries, dictating
what is best for women whose social,
cultural, and religious backgrounds dif-
fer greatly from those of the United
States.

But the problem goes beyond this ar-
gument and the promotion of abortion.
These population control programs are
also being interpreted as licenses to
conduct widespread sterilization of
women in Latin America, in the Carib-
bean, and in other regions. We have re-
ceived numerous accounts from
Central America, for example, of
women who have been asked general
questions about their families, their
economic situation, and then about
whether or not they want more chil-
dren. This then is translated by those
involved with the population control
programs as a request for sterilization
without the express consent or full
knowledge of the women, and these
procedures are performed. By the time
these women realize what has taken
place, it is far too late.

How can we possibly release the
funds for such activities?

In summary: This bill is unjust, of-
fensive, and should not be passed. I
urge my colleagues to defeat this
measure.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
BOEHLERT].

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the resolution.

I do so for one overriding reason: it will save
lives. In fact, it’s rare that we get to cast a
vote that will result in such direct, immediate,
tangible and unarguable benefits.

International family planning agencies de-
pend on this money—money which, remem-
ber, we have already appropriated.

The work of these agencies saves the lives
of women not only by enabling them to pre-
vent life-threatening pregnancies, but by pro-
viding basic health care services. Their work
also helps save the lives of children who are
born into such grinding poverty that they lit-
erally cannot survive. And their work helps
eliminate misery by stemming the over-popu-
lation that makes life unbearable in so many
parts of the world.

Indeed, UNICEF has noted that ‘‘family
planning could bring more benefits to more
people at less cost than any other single tech-
nology now available to the human race.’’
That’s an extraordinary statement, and it is no
exaggeration.

Family planning also prevents abortions.
The World Health Organization estimates that
40 percent of unintended pregnancies end in
abortion—40 percent.

Anyone who wants to prevent abortions—
and I think that includes those of us who are
pro-choice—should vote for this resolution.
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None of the funds being released can be used
to perform abortions, and the services pro-
vided with these funds eliminate the demand
for abortions. In no way can a ‘‘yes’’ vote be
reasonably characterized as a pro-abortion or
anti-life vote.

Indeed, we in Congress are given few such
clear opportunities to be so affirmatively and
truly pro-life. Vote for this resolution and give
the gift of life.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO] a member of
the Committee on Appropriations and
another champion for international
family planning.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, today
I am asking my colleagues to support
House Joint Resolution 36, which re-
leases funds which support family plan-
ning programs all around the world.

This vote is not about supporting
abortion. Not $1 of our family planning
funds can be used to perform abortions
anywhere in the world. This vote is
about preventing abortion. This vote is
about improving the health of women
and children. This vote is about saving
lives. U.S. family planning aid saves
the lives of women, and each year
around the world 600,000 women die in
childbirth.

If we fail to pass this resolution
today, family planning and health clin-
ics across the developing world will
close. That means that a CARE pro-
gram giving rural Bolivian women
their first-ever pap smears will have to
shut its doors. Cervical cancer is cur-
able, but it must be caught early. I am
a cancer survivor. I understand the im-
portance of this kind of preventive
health care. Women in this region of
Bolivia do not have any other health
care options. If the family planning
clinic closes, more mothers will die
from curable diseases such as cervical
cancer.

For 30 years the United States has
been an international leader in reduc-
ing the number of maternal and child
deaths through its support for family
planning. Today we must renew our
commitment to these important prior-
ities. We must keep the promise that
was made to the President and release
the funds without any qualifications or
alterations.

Today’s vote does not add more dol-
lars to our family planning budget, but
by voting yes to this resolution, we
vote to add more days to the life of a
poor mother in the Philippines, we vote
for fewer unwanted pregnancies in
Tajakistan. We vote for fewer abor-
tions across the world.

Support women’s health, support
children’s health, support family
health by voting ‘‘yes’’ on this resolu-
tion.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. DICKEY], a member of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the President’s resolu-
tion on international population con-
trol funding, House Joint Resolution
36.

Federal funds, except to save the life
of the mother, are prohibited to be
used to kill unborn children in our
country. We do this because of the mil-
lions of children who are killed each
year attacks our consciences. It is an
attack on our morality. Such killings
increase infant mortality. We need to
stop this form of infant mortality.

I have had a colleague who stated
that we are our brother’s keeper. From
the same source that he brought that
to us it says that how we treat the
least of God’s creations we treat him.
And that is what I am standing here
for, is to defend those infants, the de-
fenseless, unprotected infants in that
respect and for that reason.

Now, if we do this in our country, we
should have no difficulty in doing this
for the rest of the globe. Even though
they are not American children, un-
born children, who are being killed by
abortion, they still are children, they
are still creations of God. The sanctity
of life is what needs protecting.

Americans should not be deceived.
This vote on this resolution is not
about family planning. This resolution
is a manipulative maneuver to try and
overturn the 1973 Helms amendment
which prohibits the use of foreign aid
funds to pay directly for abortions.
House Joint Resolution 36 will make an
additional $123 million available for or-
ganizations that perform and promote
abortions.

Opponents of this resolution, of
which I am included, are not against
foreign aid to developing countries. We
will have a chance to vote on that
later. The United States should not be
in the business of handing out cash to
foreign countries to kill babies to get
their population numbers in line.

This is not altruism; this is genocide.
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am

pleased to yield 21⁄4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
who probably knows more about this
issue than any of us in the Congress.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, the vote
is not about whether we are pro-choice
or pro-life on abortion. This vote is
whether life for hundreds of thousands
of families who choose to plan their
families will include a real chance to
do so, not whether or not abortion will
be available to that family.

Some today will vote for both the
privileged resolution and for the Smith
resolution. What Mr. SMITH is saying
to them is that, without the Smith res-
olution being part of the law, a vote for
the privileged resolution is a vote for
spending U.S. dollars on abortion-relat-
ed activities. That is not—not—cor-
rect.
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Since 1973, the Helms amendment has
prohibited the use of U.S. dollars to
perform, support, or encourage abor-
tions overseas, and that mandate has
been followed in good faith by the U.S.

Government. Indeed, in order to ensure
its implementation, and sensitive to
the argument about the fungibility of
moneys, when I was assistant adminis-
trator of AID, we instituted in the late
1970’s a rigorous system to separate out
U.S. moneys from other funds spent by
organizations receiving American
funds.

This practice has been followed as-
siduously by every administration of
AID, as indicated by audits certifying
that not $1 of American funds is being
used for abortion-related activities
overseas.

Further, the organizations which
have received American funds and have
been the subject of most controversy,
in practice use either no funds from
any source or in any case a negligible
amount for any programs related to
abortion.

So this is the question, really: When
the United States is fully abiding by
the Helms amendment, when the Gov-
ernment has taken every possible step
to separate American funds so no
American money is being used for abor-
tion-related activities, and when there
is no real fungibility as to U.S. dollars,
do we want to stop the availability of
critical funds for family planning, for
voluntary family planning programs
desired by millions of families in fast-
growing developing countries?

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the answer
for each of us is to vote for the privi-
leged resolution.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN].

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of the res-
olution.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the
release of international family planning funds
on March 1, 1997.

We need to clear up the confusion on this
issue and focus on the importance of family
planning programs. International family plan-
ning programs save the lives of thousands of
women and children across the world, prevent
unwanted and dangerous pregnancies and re-
duce the number of abortions worldwide.

Representatives from the Russian Family
Planning Association recently shared informa-
tion on the successes of their program. In this
developing country, they are using these valu-
able dollars to increase access to quality fam-
ily planning information and services. As a re-
sult of this program, contraceptive use has
risen from 19 to 24 percent among women in
just 4 years. And, between 1990 and 1994,
total abortions fell from 3.6 million to 2.8 mil-
lion.

Yesterday, Secretary Albright testified be-
fore our Appropriations Subcommittee. She
stated:

Our voluntary family planning programs
serve our broader interests by elevating the
status of women, reducing the flow of refu-
gees, protecting the environment, and pro-
moting economic growth. As the President
has determined, a further delay will cause a
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tragic rise in unintended pregnancies, abor-
tions, and maternal and child deaths.’’

And, let us be clear—support for family
planning programs has, to this day, been bi-
partisan. This program was created in 1969 by
President Richard Nixon.

Let me also address some concerns that
have been raised by individuals who do not
want their tax dollars being used for family
planning overseas. Of the two resolutions that
we will vote on today, this resolution actually
provides less money than does an alternative
proposal that will be offered later today.

Finally, let me again reiterate that this is not
an abortion issue. Current law prohibits any of
these funds from being used for abortion.

I hope that today the House will continue its
longstanding and bipartisan support of family
planning.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. CHABOT], a distinguished
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, the
Clinton administration has embarked
on what is no less than a worldwide
crusade promoting abortion on demand
at any time for any reason anywhere. I
cannot condemn that policy in words
strong enough.

So let me just make a quick point in
the short time that I have to speak
here this morning. Contrary to what
some of those on the other side have
said, this vote is indeed about abortion.
It has always been about abortion. We
simply say to foreign nongovernmental
organizations, unless you agree not to
perform abortions and not to violate
the laws or lobby to change the laws of
other countries with respect to abor-
tion, then do not come to this country
asking for tax dollars. That is what we
are all saying. That is what it is all
about.

I have only been in Congress for a lit-
tle over 2 years now, yet I am voting
today for the eighth time on the res-
toration of the Mexico City policy. A
simple, straightforward pro-life policy
initiated by President Reagan, carried
on by President Bush and eagerly deci-
mated by President Clinton in his first
days in office.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that this year
the Congress will finally do the right
thing and stop the international abor-
tion.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this vote is so impor-
tant, and it is about family planning
and it is against abortion. I would say
to my colleagues, to reduce abortions
we must increase access to family plan-
ning. I hear that this is an abortion
vote. There is no logic to it. So let me
just try to set the Record straight by
quoting some statistics.

We know from UNICEF that almost
600,000 women die annually during
pregnancy and childbirth, including
75,000 due to unsafe abortions. We know
that family planning services will im-

prove the health and the status of
women and it will help children.

We know that population experts es-
timate that the 35-percent cut in our
family planning programs has led to an
additional 4 million unintended preg-
nancies and 2 million additional abor-
tions, 2 million additional abortions, as
well as 134,000 more infant deaths.

The World Health Organization esti-
mates that 40 percent of unintended
pregnancies end in abortion. The World
Bank estimates that improved access
to family planning can reduce the num-
ber of maternal deaths annually by 20
percent. What statistics, and that is
only part of it.

We had a group here from Russia, and
the testimony we had was that, with
United States help in Russia, contra-
ceptive use has increased from 19 to 24
percent between 1990 and 1994, and the
abortion rate has dropped 25 percent.
That means the number of abortions
annually has dropped by 800,000.

So I would submit that if you want to
reduce abortions and you want to help
children and you want to help families
that you vote for this resolution.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to say, we
must keep the promise that we made.
So I hope that this body will vote for
the resolution.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms.
FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, many of
my colleagues know of Oregon’s Repub-
lican Senator Mark Hatfield. He was
known and is always known as a man
of integrity. He never said anything he
did not believe in and he always re-
searched his information, and that is
why it is important for Members to
hear his words, particularly those who
oppose abortion.

In a letter to Representative SMITH,
Senator Hatfield said,

I have reviewed the materials you have
sent to my office in response to my request
that you provide proof that U.S. funds are
being spent on abortion. I do not see any-
thing in these materials to back up your as-
sertion.

Senator Hatfield goes on in the letter
to say,

Chris, you are contributing to an increase
of abortions worldwide because of the fund-
ing restrictions you have placed. It is a prov-
en fact that when contraceptive services are
not available to women throughout the
world, abortion rates increase.

He says, ‘‘This is unacceptable to me
as one who strongly opposes abortion.’’

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues to
vote for the resolution.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say to the gentlewoman
that the materials that we provided to
Senator Hatfield clearly showed that
the organizations were promoting, per-
forming abortions on demand in these
developing countries. No one is sug-

gesting that they were doing it with
U.S. tax dollars.

The issue here is fungibility. The
money that we give to an organization
frees up other money that then can be
used to lobby for abortion in the devel-
oping world. Let me remind everybody
in this Chamber that approximately 100
countries around the world protect the
lives of their unborn children.

The International Planned Parent-
hood Federation has made it their mis-
sion, their goal explicitly to bring
down every one of those pro-life laws.
When we give to these organizations,
we then empower them to be the super
lobby to bring down the laws in Brazil,
Peru. Poland recently flip-flopped and
went from a pro-life country to a pro-
abortion country.

In early February, a new law went
into effect in South Africa, again a
flip-flop from pro-life to pro-abortion.
It is the organizations that are mount-
ing this offensive against the unborn
child. When we contribute to them, we
are facilitating abortion overseas.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. PORTER], the chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee on
Health, Human Services and Labor.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

First, let me say that there is abso-
lutely no abortion issue or no abortion
money involved in this debate. I have
always been a supporter of the Hyde
amendment. I have never supported
public funding of abortion in any way.
Abortion is not a legitimate family
planning method. We outlawed that in
1973. In audit after audit, it has been
certified that not one U.S. dollar has
gone to fund abortions. Some people
believe that there is fungibility, of
these funds. The same argument could
be used for any health services funded
by U.S. money, such as child immuni-
zation or family check-up programs.
Do we want to end those? Of course
not. Continuing a delay in funding will
effectively cut U.S. support for vol-
untary family planning and contracep-
tion.

Now, the Smith bill, if it is passed
here, in the House is going nowhere in
the Senate. Some may feel that by sup-
porting this bill, they are simply say-
ing that they are against abortion for
organizations who use their own money
for that purpose in countries where it
is legal. But, in actual fact, are these
people saying no to voluntary family
planning, no to maternal and child
health in countries that are the poor-
est on Earth, no to contraceptives and
preventing unwanted pregnancies. The
truth, unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, is
that they will be saying yes, to more
abortions, because the voluntary fam-
ily planning services will not be there
that these countries so desperately
need.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Maine [Mr. ALLEN], a
Member of the freshman class.
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(Mr. ALLEN asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of House Resolution 36
in the hope that this House will recog-
nize that international family planning
funds are a good investment for Amer-
ica. These funds reduce unintended
pregnancies, they reduce the number of
maternal and infant deaths, they re-
duce the number of abortions.

All we are asking is that much-need-
ed funds be released on March 1 instead
of July 1. Three months. It seems like
a small matter, but it is not. It is not
to the women and children around the
globe whose lives will be changed by
our vote today.

Opponents say this is a vote to fund
abortions. That is not true. This reso-
lution preserves the existing ban on
the use of Federal funds for abortions
overseas. These funds have already
been appropriated by this Congress. We
seek no additional funds. We ask only
that the gap in services not be ex-
tended.

As David Broder wrote recently,
‘‘The women and children around the
world who have the most at stake will
not have a vote.’’ We do. We should use
it wisely.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. LEWIS],
a member of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to speak in opposi-
tion to President Clinton’s request for
the early release of family planning
funds, and I urge my colleagues to in-
stead support H.R. 581.

Let me begin by noting that H.R. 581,
the proposal by the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], and
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HYDE], would still allow early release
of these funds, but in a much better
way. For more than a decade, we had a
system regarding family planning
funds that worked. H.R. 581 would re-
store that system.

Under H.R. 581, the organizations re-
ceiving these grants must again agree
to not perform abortions or undermine
the laws of their host countries. I will
remind my colleagues that these
grants are tax dollars taken from the
pockets of hard-working American
families. Known as the Mexico City
policy, these short set of conditions
worked for a decade and was agreed to
by all but 2 of the more than 300 agen-
cies which received family planning
grants. There were two exceptions:
Planned Parenthood Federation of
America and the International Planned
Parenthood Federation.

Mr. Chairman, the International
Planned Parenthood Foundation’s offi-
cial policy statement includes these
goals: Advocate for changes in restric-
tive national laws, policies, practices
and traditions, and campaign for policy
and legislative changes to remove re-

strictions against safe abortions. The
IPPF even advises its affiliates to oper-
ate right up to the edge of what is legal
and sometimes even beyond.

So today’s vote is also a test of
whether we respect the sovereignty and
customs of these nations. Using Amer-
ican tax dollars to fund organizations
overseas that in some manner promote
abortions not only horrifies those of us
who are pro-life, it should also concern
every American taxpayer and those of
us in this body who believe we should
respect our friends in other nations.

Sending tax dollars taken from our
hard-working citizens to groups that
promote abortions in foreign nations is
wrong in all of these ways. President
Clinton dropped the Mexico City policy
4 years ago. I believe it was a mistake,
and I urge my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle to oppose the President’s
resolution and support H.R. 581.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr.
CASTLE].

(Mr. CASTLE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of House Joint Resolu-
tion 36.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of House
Joint Resolution 36 to approve the Presidential
finding regarding international population plan-
ning programs. At issue is whether the money
will be released on March 1, or whether it will
be further delayed by 4 months, until July.

It is my determination that a delay will cause
serious irreversible and unavoidable harm. In
balance are the lives and the well-being of
many thousands of women and children, and
American credibility as the leader in family
planning programs around the world.

The logic behind delaying the release of the
funds as agreed to last year is convoluted to
me and many of my colleagues. Wouldn’t the
delay in support for family planning, even by
4 months, deny safe and effective contracep-
tion to couples who depend on these pro-
grams? Has it not been documented that we
will surely see a rise in unintended preg-
nancies and maternal deaths, and could we
see a return to unsafe and unsanitary meth-
ods to terminate those pregnancies?

It seems illogical that those groups and
members who oppose the proper release of
these funds would indeed believe that we are
actually promoting or funding abortion. We are
not, and have been prohibited by law since
1973 from doing so. The fact is that a delay
in funding will have the exact opposite effect
of what those who would restrict these funds
would have you believe. The delay in releas-
ing these funds will result in increased abor-
tions, increased overpopulation, and an ad-
verse impact on the environment and our re-
sources.

I urge this body to go about our business of
releasing these important family planning
funds now, as agreed to in last year’s legisla-
tion.

b 1115
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I

yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
KELLY].

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 36.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of the
privileged resolution, House Joint Resolution
36 and I ask that all Members do the same.
Why? Because the health of women and chil-
dren worldwide depends on this vote.

At issue here is maternal and infant mortal-
ity. International family planning promotes pre-
ventive health care, such as prenatal care. It
is easy for us to take the availability of health
care in the United States for granted, but for
sake of this argument we must remember that
women and children in developing countries
are not so fortunate.

Furthermore, international family planning
educates women and their families about sex-
ually transmitted diseases, as well as about
the dangers of HIV/AIDS. It is our obligation to
humanity to use our financial support and
medical knowledge to prevent the spread of
these deadly diseases—diseases that often
are brought into our own country and threaten
our own children.

Some members of Congress will have you
believe that international family planning re-
sults in abortions, but the truth is that only a
lack of family planning can result in such an
unfortunate conclusion. Without family plan-
ning, we abandon the world’s poorest women
and force them to rely on abortion as their pri-
mary method of birth control.

Let’s be clear—current law prohibits the use
of any U.S. foreign aid funds for abortion serv-
ices, including lobbying efforts for abortion,
abortion counseling, and the purchase or dis-
tribution of commodities for the purpose of in-
ducing abortions as a method of family plan-
ning.

Obviously, this vote is not about abortion. It
is about health, plain and simple—not mis-
guided and erroneous political statements.
Please support this resolution and release the
already appropriated international family plan-
ning funds on March 1.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN], chairman of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in
strong support for the international
family planning resolution, House
Joint Resolution 36.

Mr. Chairman, at the current rate,
the world’s population will double from
5.8 to 11 billion people during our life-
time. Excluding China, 21 million of
childbearing age in the developing
world are added each year, equal to the
total number of women of childbearing
age in California, Texas, New York,
and Florida combined.

President Nixon launched our inter-
national family planning program in
1969. That program improves the health
of mothers and their children by in-
creasing the time between births while
reducing unintended pregnancies and
abortion. After 30 years, this program
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helped reduce the average number of
children in families in the developing
world from 6 to 4.

Contraceptive use has climbed from
10 percent to 35 percent, and family
planning helps reduce abortion. As con-
traceptive use in countries such as
Russia rose from 19 to 24 percent, abor-
tion rates fell from 109 per thousand
women to 76. The population council
estimates that without family plan-
ning programs, there would have been
500 million more people in the world
today, almost twice the population of
our own Nation.

If the resolution required by the law
is not passed, the Agency for Inter-
national Development will have to cut
vital programs in Mexico, in Haiti,
Guatemala, El Salvador, the Domini-
can Republic, Egypt, Russia, the
Ukraine, Jordan, the Philippines, Tur-
key, Mozambique, Uganda, and
Zimbabwe. AID would also have to cut
jobs with its contractors in Alabama,
Michigan, New Jersey, New York, and
Pennsylvania.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
support this resolution.

While another bill, H.R. 581, will be
offered, House Joint Resolution 36 is
the only measure that will be given ex-
pedited consideration in the Senate, re-
quiring and ensuring that this vital
program can continue to operate.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. SAM
FARR], a great environmentalist.

(Mr. FARR of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in these hallowed Halls to
remind us that the debate about this
money really does not affect us, but it
does affect the developing countries of
this world.

I have lived in one of those countries.
I lived in one of the poorest barrios on
earth, without any running water,
without any electricity, where the
birth rate was an average of 15 children
per household. I was a Peace Corps vol-
unteer in Latin America, in one of the
most Catholic countries on the earth.

The women in that barrio, I was
working with CARE as a Peace Corps
volunteer, were requesting every day
for information about family planning.
They wanted to know about how to
raise children and how to have a proper
number of children.

I also rise today as a father. I think
the learned gentleman from New York
[Mr. GILMAN] just pointed out that we
are as parents whose children will be
growing up in a population that will
double in our lifetime, reaching the
world’s maximum carrying capacity,
maximum carrying capacity of this
globe.

If we do not provide information, just
information to people about how they
can properly have children, not too
many, we are putting our children into
a situation in a globe that is unbear-
able. We will not be here arguing about

family planning money, we will be here
arguing about Fortress America, how
we will wall ourselves off from the rest
of the world as supplies diminish.

Please support this resolution.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], the very
distinguished ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Proponents of this resolution have
framed the issue as simply a vote on
family planning, or a vote about clos-
ing family planning clinics overseas.
That is not the case. It is a vote on
using one-half billion dollars of U.S.
taxpayer money to subsidize and to
promote abortions, and to promote ef-
forts to overturn legal and cultural
barriers in countries overseas and to
promote abortion in foreign countries.

The position of this House histori-
cally has been a position out of respect
to the millions of women and men who
in conscience are opposed to abortion,
to ensure that our tax dollars do not
subsidize or promote abortion.

We have repeatedly demonstrated a
willingness to approve funds for family
planning, but we have also ensured
safeguards against the use of those
family planning dollars to promote or
encourage in any way or advocate
abortion.

In international affairs from 1984 to
1993, 350 foreign organizations signed
contracts for U.S. family planning
funds, which included restrictions on
the use of those funds, against using
them for abortion. Only two turned
down the funds, because they would
not accept the House restrictions on
abortion subsidy and abortion pro-
motion.

We should not approve this resolu-
tion which will open the door once
again for use of U.S. taxpayer dollars
to promote abortions overseas.

I have heard the arguments. I have
lived in Haiti. I have seen the face of
poverty. I have seen the pain in those
poor households, if you can call them
households; little huts.

I think family planning advice is
fair. We should support such activities.
But we should not allow U.S. taxpayer
dollars to be used to promote abortion,
to change the laws of countries that
are against abortion. We should be neu-
tral on that issue. That is what the res-
olution of the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and I will offer sub-
sequent to this action does, is to pro-
vide $713 million, $170 million more
than the bill before us, for inter-
national family planning, with the his-
toric House pro-life language.

If all these groups are so committed
to instructing women on reproductive
freedom, control of futures, control of
their family life, then they should be
willing to agree that they will not pro-
mote abortion.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from

North Carolina (Mr. [PRICE]), a member
of the Committee on Appropriations.

(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, this vote presents us with
three choices: We can choose between
improving and worsening women’s
health; we can choose between increas-
ing and decreasing child mortality; and
we can choose between preventing and
causing more abortions.

International family planning pro-
grams provide the only medical care
many women around the world ever re-
ceive. This year those services will
help prevent the deaths of as many as
8,000 mothers who die because of the
complications in their pregnancies or
in childbirth. Family planning services
provide health care for children which
dramatically increases the chances
children will grow up healthy. Having
children about 2 years apart in birth
date can increase the survival rate by
nearly 30 percent.

Finally, preventing abortions. With
U.S. funding, family planning programs
could prevent as many as 4 million un-
planned pregnancies this year, which
could prevent up to 1.6 million abor-
tions resulting from those pregnancies.
Recent studies clearly link providing
family planning services and declining
abortion rates in Mexico, Colombia,
Hungary, Russia, the Central Asian re-
publics.

Our job today is to sort through the
information and the misinformation
and all the ideological pressures sur-
rounding this issue, and to do what we
were elected to do, to do the right
thing. With this vote we can improve
women’s health, we can improve chil-
dren’s lives, and we can reduce the
number of abortions.

Mr. Chairman, there are not too
many votes of which we can say that.
This is clearly a vote of principle. We
must do the right thing. Vote to re-
lease the family planning funds.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. HOSTETTLER), a member of the
Committee on National Security.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong opposition to this resolu-
tion. The Supreme Court has opined in
Roe versus Wade, and its erroneous
prodigy, that we have to allow the kill-
ing of preborn children. Clearly, this
was a misread of the Constitution by
the Court. I think this is a good exam-
ple of a Court more bent on legislating
than on adjudicating; that is, the
Court, in Roe, was more concerned
with setting public policy than in con-
struing the Constitution.

In any event, even the Supreme
Court has not opined that our Govern-
ment has an obligation to provide for
or encourage abortion here in America
or in any other land. We should not
take to this course by our own will. Mr.
Chairman, can we really call abortion
family planning? Can we really say
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that terminating life creates strong
families? Can we say that by using tax-
payer dollars to finance abortion we
are contributing to American interests
abroad?

This is not a vote about family plan-
ning. This resolution would obligate
the U.S. taxpayer to promote abortion
services and facilities in foreign lands.
It is this obligation that I believe the
House should soundly reject. If this
resolution passes, there is no question
about the President’s actions. He will
sign it into law.

Before we release any more funds to
him for so-called family planning, we
must see to it that we do not do so
without restrictions at least as solidly
respectful of human life as those en-
joyed between 1984 and 1993. The sanc-
tity of life transcends international
boundaries. It is time to say no to a
careless export; that is, the notion that
abortion is acceptable as a means of
family planning. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on
this resolution.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS], a
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, we have
to pass this resolution. I do not care
how many times it is repeated, the as-
sertion that this is about making the
U.S. taxpayer money available for
abortion, to promote abortion, or any-
thing close to it, is simply not true.
That is against the law, a law that is
strenuously enforced.

Does anyone really believe that the
way to have fewer abortions is to have
more unwanted pregnancies? All evi-
dence, all logic, is to the contrary. Let
us just look at what we have been able
to get done in Russia over the last sev-
eral years, in which there has been
roughly a one-quarter decrease in the
incidence of abortion, as there has been
a one-quarter increase in the availabil-
ity of funds for contraception and fam-
ily planning. Does anybody think there
is not a connection between the two?
The connection between the two has
come because of our American family
planning assistance program.

Mr. Chairman, fewer pregnancies
come from considered family planning
decisions made available with these
funds and with contraception, fewer
pregnancies and fewer abortions. Let
us get the logic straight.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
am happy to yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
SAM JOHNSON], a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

b 1130
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.

Chairman, I am strongly opposed to
the President’s resolution to make mil-
lions of taxpayer dollars available for
international organizations to promote
abortion, in spite of what they are say-
ing.

Frankly, I am disappointed that we
are taking the vote on the resolution
because of a last-minute compromise
in the omnibus appropriations bill. Do
you know what, it was a last minute
sellout at the expense of the values of
the American people. But I am further
outraged that the Clinton administra-
tion has been doing everything in its
power to make sure that the American
taxpayer dollars are made available on
the international arena for abortions.

There are no monetary differences in
these two measures. Both bills release
funds earlier than previous. The dif-
ference is that one prohibits funding to
organizations that perform or promote
abortions. The other does not.

The funds are supposed to be spent on
international family planning. I cannot
believe that anyone in the administra-
tion or any Member of this House, for
that matter, would list abortion as a
method of family planning. We should
know that in 1996 the White House ad-
ministration rejected a compromise
which would have provided even more
money for international family plan-
ning. Why did they reject it? Because it
included pro-life language.

I urge this body to stand firm against
the funding of abortions overseas and
to vote no on this resolution.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. MALONEY], who has worked
very hard on this issue.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, everyone knows that family
planning is about saving lives, not end-
ing them. Almost 600,000 women die
every year because they are having too
many children too close together. Not
only are women dying, the world popu-
lation is exploding. By the year 2000,
there will be 800 million teenagers on
this planet, one-seventh of the entire
current world population. That is 800
million people who need family plan-
ning information, or the world’s popu-
lation growth will literally affect the
survival of the planet.

Again, let me be clear, any family
planning is about saving lives. This is
not a vote for abortion. It is a means of
preventing abortion. While family
planning sounds like a domestic issue,
its impact is as far-reaching as world
peace. Overpopulation leads to unrest.

Recently I met with Ambassador
Wisner to India, and I asked him what
is the single most important thing we
could do to improve relations between
our two countries. He said release this
family planning money. Women are
lined up for days just to receive infor-
mation. It is an important vote. Vote
for family planning.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT], a
great member of the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this legislation, House
Joint Resolution 36. I rise for a couple
of reasons. First, I think it is morally
wrong for us to export abortion under

the guise of family planning. We have
an option that will come up later, the
Smith–Oberstar-Hyde amendment, that
will allow us to have actual family
planning without exporting abortions.
Occasionally the Federal Government
is wrong. I think it is wrong to do that.

Second, I think it is improper for us
to take tax dollars from Americans,
borrowed money. We are still running a
deficit, so it is borrowing money from
future taxpayers to send overseas to
fund abortions. Again, I think the Fed-
eral Government is wrong.

If we go back in history and look at
the past when we have had incorrect
decisions, such as the Dred Scott deci-
sion, who of my colleagues in this
Chamber would say that that was a
correct decision, that African-Ameri-
cans are not created equal by our Cre-
ator. No one. That was an incorrect de-
cision by those representing our Fed-
eral Government.

In reading the history of the English-
speaking peoples by Winston Churchill,
I came across an incident that occurred
in Boston about the same time, not
long after the Dred Scott decision,
where it said a Boston mob attempted
to rescue a fugitive slave whose name
was Anthony Burns. It took the Fed-
eral Government and a battalion of ar-
tillery, four platoons of marines, a
sheriff’s posse and 22 companies of the
militia to line the streets so that our
Government could return Anthony
Burns, a slave, to the South. Who of
you here agrees with that Federal deci-
sion that we made at that time? It was
morally wrong. It was incorrect to
take American tax dollars to support
the institution of slavery.

Once again, we have a situation
where the Federal Government is mor-
ally wrong, exporting abortion under
the guise of family planning. I think it
is very important that we vote against
House Joint Resolution 36 because of
the morality, because of misusing tax-
payer dollars, borrowed dollars that
our children will have to pay back.
When you borrow a dollar today to ex-
port abortion, it takes at least $3 to
pay that dollar back, 3 future dollars
that our children have to use to pay
back just the interest, let alone the
usage and the loss because of inflation.
Every dollar. That is also wrong.

So I want to encourage my col-
leagues to vote against this resolution
and to support Smith–Oberstar-Hyde.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN], a member of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I cannot understand how we as
the leaders of the most powerful, pros-
perous Nation on Earth can vote to
deny the poorest people on Earth their
ability to control their own lives, to
have some hope of one day rising out of
the poverty that destroys their dreams
and severely limits the lives of their
children.

We will leave today for home or for
travel, comfortable in the fact that we
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have control over our lives. We can ex-
press our love for our spouses without
the fear that it might cause even more
suffering and deprivation of our fami-
lies and their future. Surely we all un-
derstand that overpopulation is the
most serious crisis facing the 21st cen-
tury, that it is the principal cause of
child labor, of the sexual exploitation
of young girls in Third World countries
around the world, of the cheapening of
human lives. We can empower these
lives, give those destitute mothers rea-
son to dream that there may one day
be hope for their children, especially
for their daughters.

Not to release these funds is uncon-
scionable when we have the ability to
relieve suffering by providing vol-
untary information, information that
will substantially reduce the number of
abortions performed and will reduce
the exploitation of powerless people. It
is our responsibility to know the cause
of poverty, to care, and, when we have
the ability, to do something respon-
sible about it. This is the right thing to
do. Vote to release these funds today.

Mr. Chairman, the question before us today
is not whether we should act today to release
family planning funds, but whether or not we
can conscientiously fail to do so.

I rise today in strong support of the Presi-
dent’s resolution to release funds to USAID for
international family planning programs. Time
and time again, research shows that family
planning programs work. The bottom line is
that they decrease poverty and improve qual-
ity of life for families in developing countries.

We all agree that there should be fewer
abortions. This is exactly what the President’s
proposal accomplishes. Not surprisingly, de-
laying the release of this money has resulted
in an increase in the number of unplanned
pregnancies. This will lead to an increase in
the number of abortions.

Of the 585,000 maternal deaths which occur
each year, 13 percent are attributed to un-
wanted pregnancy and illegal and unsafe
abortions. According to the Population Institu-
tion, of the 22,000 children who die every day,
many are the result of inadequate family plan-
ning, and insufficient time between preg-
nancies. The tragedy in these deaths is that
they can so easily be prevented with the ade-
quate resources to teach men and women
how to prevent unwanted and unhealthy preg-
nancies.

A poignant example of the impacts this
delay in funds has had, is seen in Haiti. Haiti
is currently in the process of integrating its
family planning programs into the CARE, the
child health and maternal care program. If we
continue to deny release of these funds this
program integration will cease. By May of this
year, just 3 months away, the nongovernment
organizations funded by USAID will be forced
to begin laying off workers leaving thousands
of Haitian men and women without access to
family planning, threatening their health and
the health of their children.

Mr. Chairman, let’s vote in the only respon-
sible manner we can to release funds for inter-
national family planning funds, and against
any attempts to apply unnecessary restrictions
on their use.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from

Florida [Mr. WELDON], a very distin-
guished doctor and a member of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me, and I rise in opposition
to House Resolution 36, which is the
resolution supported by the President,
and urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’
on that and to vote ‘‘yes’’ on House
Resolution 581, the resolution intro-
duced by the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Both of these bills, the bill supported
by the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH] and the one supported by
the President, will release funds for
family planning. So what is the debate
about? It is about one simple issue.
Will U.S. tax dollars go to organiza-
tions that encourage or provide abor-
tions as a means of birth control? In
spite of the rhetoric, this is the issue
before us.

To those who support the President’s
plan, I would ask, why are you against
language that says that none of these
funds can be used to perform abortions
as a means of birth control; do you find
abortion an acceptable means of birth
control? Why do you oppose language
that would stipulate that these funds
cannot be used to violate the laws of
any foreign country with respect to
abortion? Do you support using tax
dollars, U.S. tax dollars to subvert the
abortion laws of foreign countries?

Those who vote ‘‘yes’’ on President
Clinton’s bill are voting to give tax
dollars to organizations that promote
or provide abortion as a means of birth
control. Those who vote ‘‘no’’ on Presi-
dent Clinton’s bill and ‘‘yes’’ on Mr.
SMITH’s bill are saying, U.S. tax dollars
can go for family planning but they
cannot go to organizations that pro-
mote abortion as an acceptable means
of birth control.

To spend tax dollars on international
family planning is an issue for debate.
However, taking money out of the
pockets of hard-working Americans to
pay for abortions overseas is totally
unacceptable. Again, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the President’s
plan and vote ‘‘yes’’ on the plan of [Mr.
SMITH].

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et, I know we are trying to get our
country’s financial house in order and
balance the country’s budget. We are
also trying to save our trust funds for
future and present generations and we
are looking to transform the social and
corporate and agricultural welfare
state into a truly caring opportunity
society. I can get really immersed in
those issues, but as big as those issues
are, they pale in comparison to the fact
that one mouth can eat, two mouths
can share, four mouths will sometimes
go hungry, and eight mouths starve.

In the Book of Psalms, it said I had
fainted unless I believed to see the

goodness of the Lord in the land of the
living. What kind of world are we see-
ing; what kind of world is truly living?
We have too many people, too many
children born into abject poverty,
young children living on the streets
begging, robbing, stealing, killing,
being killed. Young girls and boys sold
into sex slavery rings because their
parents cannot keep them, they cannot
care for them. The rich are getting
richer and richer, and the poor are get-
ting poorer and poorer and poorer and
poorer and sicker and sicker.

As a Peace Corps volunteer, I know
that some countries have grown. Their
economies grow but their population
outstrips their economies and they are
truly becoming poorer. Indigenous In-
dians in this country said when they
looked at the beautiful lake, it was a
smile of the Great Spirit. We are losing
that smile. I hope and pray we wake
up. Release family planning funds now.
Allow kids to have a future.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. EDWARDS], a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose public funding of abortion, but I
strongly support House Joint Resolu-
tion 36 because this is not about fund-
ing abortions. That is prohibited, clear-
ly, in the law. This issue is about sav-
ing children. Sadly, there are millions
of children across the world that wake
up hungry every morning. There are
millions more that live at the very
edge of survival.

For one moment, just one moment, I
wish every parent in this House would
imagine how you would feel if you
awoke this morning not knowing
whether you could feed your child or
children. Imagine you lived in a coun-
try that had no welfare and there were
more people than jobs. For one mo-
ment imagine the emotional agony of
watching your children crying from
hunger or malnutrition. Imagine your-
self with just enough money or re-
sources to barely feed the children you
love and that you have already brought
into this world.

For millions of parents around the
world, Mr. Chairman, they do not have
to imagine this scenario. It is an every-
day reality.
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Regardless of the intentions, I think
it would be unfair and inhumane to
deny family planning services now to
those parents who desperately want to
feed and nurture the children that they
love, just as you and I love our chil-
dren.

For millions of parents, family plan-
ning is the difference between provid-
ing adequate care and food for the chil-
dren they have and facing the despera-
tion of watching all their children go
hungry. Today we can make a dif-
ference for millions of children.

This issue is about protecting chil-
dren, children that are struggling to
survive and parents that are struggling
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to support and nurture those special
children. I urge support of the Presi-
dent’s resolution.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas, [Mr. PAUL], a distinguished phy-
sician and a member of the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services.

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in opposition to H.R. 36. It is
very clear to me that we should be
doing nothing in the way of funding
international birth control and family
planning. If one were to look for the
authority for this, it would be very dif-
ficult to find it written in the Con-
stitution that that would be a proper
function for U.S. taxpayers to be obli-
gated to participate in such a program.
So, very clearly, a ‘‘no’’ vote on H.R. 36
would be a correct and proper vote.

I have more problems with the sec-
ond vote on H.R. 581 because if one is
concerned about being a fiscal conserv-
ative and following the rules of the
Constitution, one might ask how many
more dollars of taxpayers’ money will
be used if H.R. 581 passes? The best an-
swer I can come up with is that instead
of the $215 million that the President
would get if he has his way, we would
add that and have $385 million. In con-
trast, if we did nothing, if we voted
down both of these proposals, it is my
opinion that then the spending would
be limited to $92 million.

The question arises here, well, what
is a couple of dollars doing in some pro-
gram that is unconstitutional if we can
get some language in there that might
do some good? Being a strong right-to-
life Member, member of the right-to-
life caucus, I am very much aware of
that and very concerned about it.

Quite frankly, if we did not spend the
money we would not be arguing over
whether or not the prohibition will do
any good. Quite frankly, I do not be-
lieve the prohibition language accom-
plishes what it really intends to ac-
complish.

For instance, in the wording of this
message it is in there that if those who
receive the funds do not spend it until
the next fiscal year, they would not
have the restraints on it. Besides, these
organizations so often are inter-
national, they are huge in scope, and if
they do not use the funds for abortion
these funds get shifted around.

Basically, it is very clear to me that
the program should not exist. We
should vote down the appropriation or
keep the appropriation as low as pos-
sible. And quadrupling it, from where
we are today, if we do nothing, we
spend $92 million; if we pass H.R. 581,
with the attempt to try to curtail the
abortions, we actually quadruple it.

Quite frankly, I do not believe the
language is strong enough to really
prevent any of this money getting into
the hands of the abortionists.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey, [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN].

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time.

I rise in strong support of the release
of international family planning funds
on March 1 of this year. We need to
clear up the confusion on this issue and
focus on the importance of family plan-
ning programs.

International family planning pro-
grams save the lives of thousands of
women and children across the world,
prevent unwanted and dangerous preg-
nancies, and reduce the number of
abortions worldwide.

Representatives from the Russian
family planning association recently
shared information on the successes of
their program. In Russia they are using
these valuable dollars to increase ac-
cess to quality family planning infor-
mation and services. As a result of this
program, contraceptive use has risen
from 19 to 24 percent among women in
just 4 years. And between 1990 and 1994,
total abortions fell from 3.6 to 2.8 mil-
lion.

Yesterday Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright testified before our ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Re-
lated Programs. She stated:

Our voluntary family planning programs
serve our broader interests by elevating the
status of women, reducing the flow of refu-
gees, protecting the environment, and pro-
moting economic growth. As the President
has determined, a further delay will cause a
tragic rise in unintended pregnancies, abor-
tions and maternal and child deaths.

Let us be clear: Support for family
planning programs has, to this day,
been bipartisan. This program was cre-
ated in 1969 by President Richard
Nixon.

Let me also address some concerns
that have been raised by individuals
who do not want their tax dollars being
used for family planning services over-
seas. Of the two resolutions that we
will vote on today, this resolution ac-
tually provides less money than does
the alternative proposal that will be of-
fered later.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentlewoman from Wyoming,
Mrs. CUBIN, a member of the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the resolution on the
President’s findings on family planning
and I ask that my colleagues support
the Smith-Hyde bill.

It was stated earlier, and I com-
pletely agree, that in the past inter-
national family planning has been a bi-
partisan issue. I suggest to my col-
leagues that it absolutely remains that
way today.

I am pro-life but I am also very much
in favor of sex education and birth con-
trol and family planning. In my opin-
ion, it is a contradiction to be opposed
to abortions and yet be opposed to
birth control and family planning, and
that is why I support the Smith-Hyde
bill. The Smith-Hyde bill supports

international family planning pro-
grams in foreign countries, but not like
the President’s proposal to promote
abortions.

I do not believe abortion is nor
should it ever be promoted as a method
of family planning or for birth control.
The Smith-Hyde bill is a bipartisan
bill, an alternative approach to the
President’s shortsighted and irrespon-
sible plan, and it actually increases
funding for international family plan-
ning even beyond the President’s reso-
lution.

Now, let me repeat that. The Smith-
Hyde bill will spend more money for
international family planning than the
President’s proposal, and the Smith-
Hyde bill will not allow any public
money to be spent for abortions.

There are many in this Chamber like
me who support family planning pro-
grams. This debate is simply not about
family planning, but it is a debate
about abortion being used as a method
of family planning or birth control.

As I said, I am strongly pro-life and
I believe that abortion is not accept-
able for purposes of sex selection, birth
control, or convenience. Frankly, peo-
ple must begin accepting responsibility
for their actions, both domestically
and overseas. That is why we must
have an honest debate about the use of
contraceptives and sex education as re-
sponsible methods of family planning.
It is time to take the issue of abortion
out of the family planning debate.

The resolution on the President’s
finding ignores this Congress’ desire to
keep pro-life safeguards in place when
providing international family plan-
ning funds. Let us send a clear message
to the President that we do not want to
send taxpayers’ money to foreign coun-
tries to fund abortions.

I urge my colleagues to vote to per-
mit a rule on a Smith-Oberstar vote
and against the resolution supporting
the President’s finding.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I wanted to take this mo-
ment to thank the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. PELOSI], for her leader-
ship on this issue, and note that she
had to forego going to her dear friend
Ambassador Pamela Harriman’s fu-
neral, so she could carry out her duties
in relation to this program this morn-
ing, and I thank the gentlewoman.

Mr. Chairman, I also rise in strong
support for this resolution for release
of funds for the Nation’s international
family planning programs.

Make no mistake about it, no matter
what we hear on this floor, despite at-
tempts by opponents to say differently,
today’s vote is about international
family planning. More than that, it is a
vote to release funds that have already
been appropriated to a program that
has already been authorized. It is also
an agreement we are talking about
today that has already been approved
by the majority and the minority.
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International family planning pro-

grams work. They work to promote
sustainable development. As Secretary
of State Madeleine Albright said just
this week, and as the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] just
mentioned, I too was struck by Sec-
retary Albright’s words when she noted
that these efforts concerning family
planning further promote U.S. foreign
policy objectives by improving the sta-
tus of women, reducing the flow of im-
migration, protecting our environment
and, finally, promoting economic
growth, which this is very much about.

I would add, too, that these family
planning efforts truly do save lives,
lives that otherwise might be lost to
infection and to starvation, and we
have to say it, yes, to abortion. To pre-
tend otherwise is to ignore reality.

I urge my colleagues today, whatever
thoughts on other debates where we do
disagree, to vote today for the Presi-
dent’s resolution.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. WOLF], the very distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Transportation of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
very strong opposition to the first reso-
lution and in strong support of the
Smith-Oberstar-Hyde resolution.

Second, I want to make clear to peo-
ple who are listening, I strongly sup-
port family planning. I am not one,
there may be some who are opposed to
family planning, I strongly support
family planning and think it is very
important.

Third, the Smith-Hyde resolution
moves the money out faster and, in
some respects, actually more, because
by moving it out faster the level is ac-
tually higher.

Fourth, I will tell the people that are
undecided on this issue there are more
than enough groups in this country and
in this world who are strong pro-
ponents and supporters of family plan-
ning who can use not only the money
in this bill but double or triple the
amount. So there are enough family
planning groups that can take the
money that are not connected with
abortion and are not involved in con-
troversial activities.

We went through the same thing in
Romania several years ago when this
battle came and the House then sided
for family planning but not for family
planning groups that are involved in
abortion. So I will say that the Smith
resolution puts more money out faster,
and there are more than enough family
planning groups that are strong pro-
ponents of family planning who are not
involved in abortion, to use the money
under Smith-Hyde but to use double
that money.

Had my will been done, I would have
increased the amount of money for
family planning in the Smith-Hyde
thing, although we were prohibited
from doing that because family plan-
ning is important but not family plan-

ning to groups who are connected with
abortion, which in many respects in
China is one of the most criminal vio-
lations of human rights.
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BENTSEN].

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of releasing the al-
ready appropriated funds for family
planning on March 1.

With the growing program of over-
population around the world, access to
international family planning is cru-
cial. About 1.3 billion people subsist on
$1 a day, 1.5 billion people lack access
to clean drinking water, 120 million
people are actively looking for work,
and 700 million people are classified as
underemployed, working long hours in
jobs that often fail to come close to
supporting their basic needs. For many
of these people, health care is neither
affordable nor even available.

It is clearly in our national interest
to address these changes and to con-
tribute to international stability and
economic growth. It is a more cost ef-
fective investment to address these
problems proactively rather than later
when they erupt into an international
crisis.

For health reasons alone, quality
family planning deserves our full sup-
port. Only through the use of family
planning funds have women and cou-
ples in poor countries had access to
contraceptives, prenatal care, and a
link to modern health care services.
International family planning has im-
proved women’s health and allowed
generations of children to grow in
safer, more suitable environments.

Mr. Chairman, I insert for the
RECORD two articles which appeared in
the Houston Chronicle in support of
this motion.

[From the Houston (TX) Chronicle, Feb. 7,
1997]

CONGRESS SHOULD RELEASE WORLD FAMILY
PLANNING FUNDS

Most American couples take for granted
their ability to delay starting their families
after marriage. They decide when or whether
to have more children after a baby’s arrival.
Or a couple may choose to have no children
at all. These are choices that many parents
in the developing world do not have.

The link between access to contraception
and healthier babies, better educated chil-
dren wealthier families and population con-
trol is a solid one. Recognizing this connec-
tion, the United States has a long tradition
of providing poor people the world over with
the means of controlling the size of their
families and appropriately spacing their
children. American family planning aid is
credited with reducing birth rates in 60 coun-
tries and lowering the average number of
children per family from six to three.

Now, conservative legislators, persuaded
by anti-abortion lobbyists, have tied these
highly successful programs to the abortion
debate. Charging—mistakenly—during last
year’s budget debate that U.S. family plan-
ning aid helps support abortion services

abroad, abortion opponents cut the pro-
grams’ funding by 35 percent and mandated
that 1997 funds could not be spent until July,
nine months into the fiscal year. After that,
spending is restricted to only 8 percent per
month of the remaining $385 million alloca-
tion.

These funds, by law, cannot be used to pro-
vide or promote abortions, and they should
be released immediately. Abortion opponents
are working at cross purposes here since a
lack of contraception undoubtedly will in-
crease unintended pregnancies, which logi-
cally could result in an increase in abor-
tions.

Furthermore, the action has hurt family
planning programs without regard to a coun-
try’s position on abortion.

For example, in Trinidad and Tobago,
where abortion is illegal, U.S. planning fund-
ing has dried up.

Access to reliable contraception and fam-
ily counseling services act as deterrents to
abortion. Meanwhile, poor parents who can
direct the destinies of their families have the
ability to improve the quality of life for the
children they do have. Congress should act
now to mitigate the damage that this fund-
ing disruption has already caused.

[From the Houston (TX) Chronicle, Jan. 31,
1997]

CONGRESS IGNORING SERIOUS POPULATION
PROBLEM

(By Werner Fornos)
For those who question that the world has

an overpopulation problem—and yes, there
are a few—here are a few facts to keep in
mind.

1.3 billion people subsist on about one dol-
lar a day. 1.5 billion people lack access to
clean drinking water. 120 million people are
actively looking for work. 700 million people
are classified as underemployed, working
long hours, often at back breaking jobs that
fail to even come close to meeting their
most basic needs.

These facts are just the beginning.
In 1993, some 16.5 million people died from

infectious diseases. That was one-third of all
deaths worldwide that year, or slightly more
than all deaths from cancer and heart dis-
ease combined.

A recent report concluded that a resur-
gence of diseases once thought to have been
eradicated stems from a deadly mix of ex-
ploding populations, rampant poverty, severe
environmental degradation, inadequate
health care and misuse of antibiotics.

And still there are skeptics, people who in-
sist that there’s no world population prob-
lem. Unfortunately, some of those skeptics
are in the U.S. Congress, and they have more
than little influence. Not enough influence
to terminate the U.S. international family
planning program, or at least not yet. But,
enough to place that program in serious
jeopardy.

The 104th Congress last year appropriated
$385 million for population assistance, but
the skeptics added a few bizarre twists: None
of it can be spent until July 1—nine months
into the fiscal year that began last Oct. 1—
and then at a rate of 8 percent of the total
per month. For the 1997 fiscal year, which
ends Sept. 30, this would result in a 76 per-
cent reduction.

That’s not exactly the way appropriations
are made in Washington. But it clearly indi-
cates that some of our lawmakers with suffi-
cient clout have made up their minds to do
away with U.S. population spending over-
seas.

And that is just about the most untimely
notion the national legislature of the last re-
maining superpower could possibly have.
World population is closing in on 5.9 billion
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and it is growing at nearly 90 million a year.
Virtually all of that growth is in the poorest
countries of the world, and it is seriously
hampering any reasonable chance many of
them will have for emerging from a cycle of
poverty, malnutrition, unemployment and
social discrimination.

An escape hatch was built into the 1997
international population budget. The Presi-
dent will submit findings to Congress to
show that the nine-month moratorium will
be harmful to family planning efforts for de-
veloping countries. If his findings are accept-
ed by both houses of Congress, the appropria-
tion will be released as early as March 1,
rather than July 1.

As this century draws to a close, there is
sufficient technology to vastly reduce world
population growth. It is possible to insure
that world population stabilizes at 8 billion
or even less, rather than 12 billion and pos-
sibly more.

Virtually every developing country with a
problem of rapid population growth recog-
nizes that fact and wants to reduce it. Vir-
tually every industrialized country is trying
to do its part to help. But the Congress of
the United States, the last remaining super-
power has enough recalcitrants to place its
present and future overseas population ef-
forts in doubt.

It is a situation the new 105th Congress can
correct by voting in February to disperse
international family planning funds by
March 1. Then the United States can take its
rightful place in the forefront of stabilizing
world population in helping to lead our glob-
al neighbors toward a 21st century of
progress, peace and prosperity.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SOUDER],
a member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to first say, as the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WOLF] said, that I believe
there is a role for international family
planning, and as we look around the
world we can see that need.

I strongly have concerns about the
fungibility and the maneuverability of
funds not only directly but indirectly
from fund-raising concerns on abor-
tion, and I have a deep heartfelt con-
cern that American dollars should not
be used to kill innocent little children
around the world. But also this bill is
based on a false premise, and those
Members and the general public who
are still trying to make up their minds
on this bill should realize that Con-
gress has been very generous to inter-
national population programs.

Let us get some of the facts straight.
The amount the administration al-
ready has to spend in fiscal year 1997 in
international population programs,
even if this resolution does not pass, is
over $400 million. Not $1 million, not
$10 million, not $100 million, not $200
million, over $400 million.

This is about 25 percent of the entire
U.S. budget for developmental assist-
ance to poor countries around the
world. It is substantially more than
the $300 million we spend on child sur-
vival programs which pay for vaccina-
tions and medicines and save hundreds
of thousands of children from dying
from easily treatable diseases.

The money we spend on international
population control is about twice as

much as the $200 million we spend on
assistance for narcotics control. It is
about 4 times the amount we spend for
microcredit programs, which empower
poor people, mostly women, by allow-
ing them to start small businesses.

In this $400 million for population
control is literally hundreds of times
more than we contribute to other ur-
gent needs such as the U.N. Fund for
Torture Victims. Yet the administra-
tion still tries to make us think that
population programs are underfunded.

They do this by constantly pointing
to the fact that under the funding com-
promise adopted last year, only about
$92 million of the fiscal year 1997 popu-
lation funding can be spent in this fis-
cal year beginning in July. But they
refuse to talk about the additional $284
million in the carryover funds from fis-
cal year 1996 which is still available in
fiscal year 1997, and they somehow for-
get to mention the additional $43 mil-
lion Congress has appropriated for con-
tributions to the U.N. Population
Fund.

Mr. Chairman, this is a total of $420
million. If we reject this resolution,
the total stays at $420 million. Popu-
lation programs will still have one of
their best years in history. Not only is
a no vote on the Clinton resolution the
right vote for those who respect life, it
is also the only vote consistent with
fiscal responsibility and a balance of
priorities and how we approach inter-
national funding.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MCGOVERN], a member of
the freshman class.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman,
throughout my district in Massachu-
setts, I have spoken out quite clearly
that one of my top priorities is protect-
ing the health and the lives of children,
mothers, and pregnant women. But,
Mr. Chairman, my concern for the
health of women and children does not
stop at the borders of my district. It
extends to all women and all children
around the globe.

Over the past 30 years, U.S. support
for international family planning has
been one of the great success stories of
our development programs. What do
U.S. international family planning pro-
grams do? They protect the health,
welfare, and survival of women and
children. They reduce the spread of
sexually transmitted diseases like HIV/
AIDS. They reduce poverty. They re-
duce the pressure of human population
on the environment. And they dramati-
cally reduce the rate of abortion world-
wide.

Mr. Chairman, the cuts and delays in
releasing current U.S. funds have al-
ready caused harm to many of these
programs. I urge all my colleagues to
support the President’s finding and to
release these desperately needed funds
now.

Mr. Chairman, USAID international family
planning programs have earned the support
and respect from a broad spectrum of U.S.
and international nongovernmental organiza-

tions [NGOs], along with such international
agencies as UNICEF.

The NGOs represent a diverse array of in-
terests, such as religious institutions, environ-
mental groups, population and development
organizations, legal and educational associa-
tions, and women’s and children’s advocates.
From the National Audubon Society to the Re-
ligious Action Center on Reformed Judaism,
from CARE to the Emory University School of
Public Health, all have urged the release of
these already appropriated USAID funds for
international family planning.

The issues that bring together such an an-
nual coalition of interests reflect how success-
ful U.S. international family planning programs
have been over the past three decades. It also
reflects how very real is the harm to women’s
and children’s lives that has already been
caused by recent cuts in funding levels and
the current delay in releasing appropriated
moneys for these programs.

For example, in Bolivia, a CARE program
designed to give rural Bolivian women access
to pap smears for the first time ever will be
terminated if funding is delayed any further.
When diagnosed early, cervical cancer can
usually be treated effectively. Bolivia is
plagued with the highest maternal mortality
rate of any country in Latin America. Without
the benefits of early detection through pap
smears, rates of women’s deaths in Bolivia will
likely remain high.

In the Philippines, the USAID program in
natural family planning, which is carried out by
the Georgetown University Institute for Repro-
ductive Health, would come to an abrupt halt
in the Philippines. Because the contract is up
for renewal in June 1997, the funding delay
would close this project down completely.

In Zambia, more than 100,000 women in
Lusaka, Zambia’s capital, receive family plan-
ning support through USAID. Should funding
be delayed to this project, key reproductive
health care training will be scaled back dra-
matically, meaning that condom distribution in
this country will be reduced significantly. As a
result, hundreds of new HIV cases will occur
in this urban capital that already suffers from
a high HIV infection rate. The cutbacks in
service training will also cause thousands of
couples to lose family planning information
services. This in turn will increase the inci-
dence of unwanted pregnancies and ultimately
abortions in Zambia. Sadly, unsafe abortion
has been among the top causes of hospital
admission in Lusaka.

As these cases only begin to illustrate, fam-
ily planning programs are truly development
success stories. And by making widespread
the use of contraceptives, they are also one of
the most successful means of reducing abor-
tion rates worldwide. Indeed, making family
services available to all who want them should
be the common ground on which both sides of
the abortion debate can agree.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the RECORD the
following two attachments from the U.S. Agen-
cy for International Development, dated Janu-
ary 31, 1997, which outline some of the im-
pacts of the fiscal year 1997 funding delay on
specific country programs.

THE IMPACT OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1997
FUNDING DELAY ON COUNTRY PROGRAMS

The following country programs are among
those that would be most severely affected
by not being able to receive FY97 population
funds until July 1 or later:
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Bolivia—Defer ongoing population assist-

ance to the National Social Security Medical
System, jeopardizing services to 20 percent
of Bolivia’s population. Reduce support to
local organizations providing family plan-
ning services to 30 percent of Bolivia’s rural
population.

Haiti—Layoff staff of NGOs serving thou-
sands of poor Haitian couples. Delay and pos-
sibly cancel integration of family planning
into CARE’s maternal and child health care
program.

Mexico—Curtail USAID-funded training of
family planning service providers in the pub-
lic sector and potentially close some NGO
clinics, including in Chiapas, one of Mexico’s
poorest states.

Guatemala—Reduce services of largest pri-
vate family planning provider and close
rural health promoter program.

El Salvador—Continue cutbacks and down-
grading of services of the leading NGO fam-
ily planning provider.

Dominican Republic—Reduce services of
leading NGO family planning providers and
lose opportunities for initiatives to increase
male involvement in family planning.

Russia—Suspend funding for two of the
largest organizations providing assistance,
jeopardizing programs to train family plan-
ning service providers and provide 1.7 million
couples with access to modern family plan-
ning services as an alternative to abortion.

Ukraine—Suspend planned extension to
major cities of training for service providers
in clinical reproductive health, contracep-
tive counseling and prevention of sexually
transmitted diseases.

The Philippines—Defer a number of pro-
grams to train health personnel in natural
family planning, introduce voluntary sur-
gical contraception at 200 sites, and work
with the commercial sector on provision of
oral contraceptives.

Egypt—Suspend USAID’s principal mecha-
nism to provide technical and financial sup-
port for the national family planning pro-
gram, a disruption that would affect thou-
sands of clients now served.

Jordan—Suspend establishment of model
family planning centers and information
campaigns on availability of family plan-
ning, affecting 500,000 couples who are cur-
rent and expected users.

Turkey—Suspend training of nurses and
midwives, increasing the shortage of trained
providers of family planning and related
health services.

Mozambique—Reduce training and other
family planning service delivery activities in
four focus provinces with a combined popu-
lation of over 6 million.

Uganda—Suspend or curtail a number of
training and family planning service deliv-
ery programs.

Zimbabwe—Suspend deliveries of USAID-
funded contraceptives, resulting in stock-
outs for clinics and community-based dis-
tributors.

THE IMPACT OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1997 FUND-
ING DELAY ON USAID TECHNICAL LEADER-
SHIP THROUGH WORLDWIDE PROGRAMS

The following worldwide programs are
among those that would be most severely af-
fected if FY97 population funding is not
available until July 1 or later:

Service delivery—Critical service delivery
programs supported through US-based pri-
vate voluntary organizations (PVOs), includ-
ing CARE, Pathfinder International, and
AVSC, would have to suspend or even shut
down key activities. AVSC, for example,
would shut 70 percent of the family planning
service sites it supports in Nepal

Natural family planning—USAID’s planned
new agreement with Georgetown University

could not begin soon enough to prevent sus-
pension of programs serving over 700,000 an-
nually, including in Bolivia, the Philippines,
and Ecuador.

Contraceptive supplies—There could be se-
rious contraceptive shortages in a number of
countries in FY98—Up to 50 million condom,
4.8 million cycles of oral pills, and 500,000
intra-uterine devices (IUDs)—as well as loss
of U.S. jobs.

Training—Training of over 4,500 family
planning service providers in 10 or more
countries would be deferred indefinitely.

Information and communications—Infor-
mation campaigns on family planning and
maternal and child health designed to reach
millions of couples in Bolivia, Ukraine, the
Philippines, Kenya, and other countries
would be slowed.

Research—Initiation of a large-scale clini-
cal trial for a new female-controlled barrier
method would be deferred, and work on other
current contraceptive leads would be slowed,
delaying introduction of new and improved
methods.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the Rockefeller Foun-
dation recently published this report.
It is called High Stakes: The United
States Global Population and Our Com-
mon Future. It is important that we
consider what the stakes are in this de-
bate because the stakes are indeed
high.

Mr. Chairman, the stakes are about
women dying. They are about mothers
dying. Every day 1,600 women die of
pregnancy-related causes because they
do not have access to reproductive
health services, including family plan-
ning. Around the world, 250 women will
die for lack of family planning services
during the course of this debate; 585,000
women die for these reasons every year
around the world.

What they die of is called most fre-
quently postpartum hemorrhage. It
happens most frequently when poor
women have undergone many closely
spaced births, and when these women
die, they die because when they have
their pregnancies they are too young,
they are too old, their children come
too closely together or they have too
many children, and when they die they
leave behind vulnerable orphans.

It is indeed a tragedy. The stakes are
about children dying. Every year 7 mil-
lion infants die on this planet because
their mothers were not healthy enough
for their pregnancies, or they lacked
obstetric care, when the children most
likely to die are those children who are
born too closely spaced together, into
families that are too poor and to
women who lack access to family plan-
ning services.

We have heard a lot of talk this
morning in this debate about abortion,
and speaker after speaker on the other
side of this debate have walked to the
podium and talked about this program
as if it enhances the number of abor-
tions in the world. Nothing, nothing,
could be further from the truth. Each
year in this world 50 million women
have abortions performed; 20 million of

those abortions are in unsafe condi-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, when I decided to
speak out on this issue, I felt I needed
to understand how this program works
and to see it operating on the ground.
A few weeks ago I traveled to La Paz,
Bolivia, a country in which abortion
has never been legal and a country
until just recently, because of this pro-
gram, family planning services were
not available at all. I went into the An-
dean Mountains and I met with the
Aymara Indians and I met with them
in little clinics and little hospitals
around the country, and I spoke to
them about their efforts to go out and
talk to their neighbors, door to door,
using these funds, meager funds, to
promote family planning services.

What I found out is that just 8 years
ago, the health ministry of Bolivia did
a survey for health planning purposes.
They did not have in mind a study
about abortion or family planning serv-
ices. They just wanted to know how
their hospitals were being utilized.
What they discovered, to everyone’s
amazement, is that 50 percent, half, of
the beds in the country, the poorest
country in the Western Hemisphere
next to Haiti, in Bolivia, 50 percent of
the beds were occupied by women who
were suffering the results of botched
and illegal abortions.

Abortion is not legal there. What has
changed that, what has reduced the
number of abortions in poor countries
like Bolivia and in poor countries all
over the world has been this program.
This family planning program is what
reduces abortions. And not one penny,
let us say this over and over again, not
one penny, not one dime of these funds
are used to perform abortions, to coun-
sel that abortion is an option, to pro-
mote abortion, not one penny of this
money is used for that.

In those few instances where these
funds are provided to an organization,
a hospital, a government organization,
a nongovernment organization that
does exist and operate in a country
where abortion is legal, these funds are
strictly segregated. These organiza-
tions sign contracts that they will use
none of this money for abortion-related
services, and, in fact, they do not. We
are here to prevent abortions.

We can define our interest in this
issue in terms of the humanitarian is-
sues I have just talked about, women
dying and children dying and prevent-
ing abortion, or we can think of our
more narrow national interest, the in-
terest of the United States.

It took 10,000 generations for the
world’s population to reach 2 billion,
and that happened just about when I
was born, in 1950. Yet in the second half
of this century, the population has in-
creased from 2 billion to 5.5 billion.
Look where it is headed. It is headed
above 10 billion world population by
midway through the next century.

The population in the industrialized
countries has stabilized. But in coun-
tries that are underdeveloped, and the
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poorest nations, India, Bangladesh,
sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East,
Mexico, the population is exploding
and it is exploding out of control.

Unsustainable population growth
leads to increased demands for energy,
and in the Third World that energy is
produced by burning coal, dirty coal.
Our scientists are clear about the fact
that world population explosion means
much more greenhouse gases being dis-
tributed to the atmosphere, it means
global warming. Unchecked population
growth in the Third World means de-
pletion of water resources. It means
famine, it means suffering. It pushes
populations to clear rain forests. It
pushes populations to go out and graze
on land that cannot sustain cattle, and
that leads to expansion of the deserts
worldwide.

We all have a stake in the global en-
vironment.

When population explosion results in
crushing poverty, people will work for
next to nothing. What this chart illus-
trates is the growth in job seekers, the
labor force in the industrialized coun-
tries, which is relatively stable, versus
developing countries. What you see is
an exponential growth rate in coun-
tries that are undeveloped and non-
industrialized. And so what happens?

What happens is what we have seen
happen in the last decade or two.
American workers are competing to
produce products that are made over-
seas by people who will work for 25
cents a day or a dollar a day, and we
cannot compete for those jobs. So in
our very, very self-interest, for the
workers of this country, for the future
workers of this country, it is our job to
prevent this great economic leveler,
population explosion, from making us
economically uncompetitive.

When the local economies cannot
provide jobs, poor people migrate. They
migrate to the industrial nations.
Legal and illegal migration to this
country is coming from Latin America,
Asia, and Africa. Whether we define
our interests as humanitarians com-
mitted to saving women and children
from dying, or whether we define them
more narrowly as protecting our Na-
tion from global environmental deg-
radation and job loss from a wave of
migration, legal and illegal, this reso-
lution is the right thing to do.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support it.

b 1215
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself 30 seconds in order to commend
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GREENWOOD] for his very comprehen-
sive statement, indeed a definitive
statement, on what is at stake here on
the floor today. It is about family plan-
ning, it is about the individual lives of
poor women and children and families
throughout the world, it is about popu-
lation and our environment, it is about
the economies of the world, and I com-
mend the gentleman for his courageous
leadership and on his clear presen-
tation for us.

I wanted to make a couple comments
about what I have heard—is my time
up?

Mr. Chairman, I will have to seek
more time, but first I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. OLVER], a member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI] for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the President’s recommenda-
tion to release the already appro-
priated international family planning
funds. Mr. Chairman, America’s family
planning program reduces unintended
pregnancies in developing countries; 40
percent of those unintended preg-
nancies end in abortion. So, crippling
our family planning program clearly
leads to more abortions.

America’s family planning dollars
help poor women to protect themselves
from deadly disease, to regulate child-
bearing when they want to do so. So in-
deed the release of these funds saves
the lives of women and children. But
this decision is about more, because
unchecked global population growth
affects all us in many ways.

Population pressures cause irrep-
arable environmental degradation in
fragile areas, and the growing numbers
of the unemployed in developing na-
tions threaten the economic and politi-
cal stability of the entire globe.

So I urge my colleagues in the House
to vote for the President’s resolution
to release the funds on March 1.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] who
is co-chair of the Congressional Caucus
on Women’s Issues.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding this time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, progress in family
planning is one of the great success
stories of the world. It is where we are
making progress throughout the devel-
oping world. I am proud of the role my
country has played in this progress.
This is one of the bright stars of Amer-
ican foreign policy.

I respect the conscientious and reli-
gious objections of those who oppose
abortion, but I cannot imagine what
the world thinks of this debate that
drags abortion into a family planning
matter. We must not see abortion in is-
sues that allow us to cut off our noses
to spite our faces. Family planning and
contraception in the developing world
impact three issues of awesome impor-
tance: maternal health, children’s
health and AIDS.

In the early century, graveyards
showed more women dying at an ear-
lier age than men. We have turned that
around almost exclusively because of
family planning. Let us do for the
world what we have done for our coun-
try. Let this money go.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on For-

eign Operations, Export Financing and
Related Programs, the very distin-
guished gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
CALLAHAN].

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. LIVINGSTON] for yielding this time
to me.

I had decided that I would not come
to the microphone today to speak on
this issue. This is an issue that has
been cast upon my subcommittee, that
is not an entitlement of ours. It is the
responsibility of the Committee on
International Relations to handle this
issue. But in the absence of a bill being
passed through the House and through
the Senate and signed by the Presi-
dent, it has become the responsibility
of my subcommittee to handle it.

Last year during the process, we
went to great lengths to try to com-
promise, which is what this body is all
about, a body of compromise. I am pro-
life, and I do not apologize for that.
But at the same time I recognized what
the pro-choice people were talking
about.

In an attempt to make this issue go
away, to make it fair, to give both
sides a half-full glass, we adopted what
was perceived as the Callahan amend-
ment, and I spoke to many of my col-
leagues about this, and I even took the
liberty of calling to my office with the
assistance of a former Member of ours,
Charlie Wilson, the leaders of the fam-
ily planning community.

Mr. Chairman, they could not find
one thing wrong with the Callahan
amendment and they would not accept
it because the right-to-life side had ac-
cepted it. Had they accepted it, they
would have more money available, not
for abortions, but for family planning.
But they did not want to accept it be-
cause of the fact that the other side did
accept it. That is the only reason they
ever gave, the only logical explanation.

So in a desperate attempt, I talked
with Secretary of State Christopher,
and he agreed that it sounded fair to
him. But nevertheless, the President
sent messages that he was going to
veto the entire foreign operations bill
if the language we had proposed was in
there.

So I put in a call to the President of
the United States to ask for the oppor-
tunity to come to him and ask him to
find one thing that was wrong with it.
And the President, whereas in the past
when he needed me, on situations like
Bosnia, on situations like Haiti, when
he summoned me to the White House
and begged for my support and I ulti-
mately gave it to him, refused to re-
turn my call.

And as a result of my inability to ex-
plain to the President to remove his
veto threat and solve this issue for a
long period of time, and to provide
funding for family planning and at the
same time to recognize the rights of
the unborn, we are here today.
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So we reconstructed the language at

the insistence of Mr. Panetta, even
though Mr. Panetta agreed that maybe
I was right. But in order to allow the
government to continue to operate in
order to get the Government running
and pass the bill that we had to pass,
we agreed to this, knowing it would
come back.

So as a result of that, I intend to
vote ‘‘no’’ on the request of the Presi-
dent, and I intend to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the
Chris Smith amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. SAWYER].

(Mr. SAWYER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the measure before
us.

Rapid population growth and move-
ment are the primary causes of world-
wide environmental degradation, dwin-
dling natural resources, urban poverty,
malnutrition, and social unrest that in
too many cases leads directly to con-
flict approaching the level of war. At
the same time, more than 90 percent of
the annual population increase of 100
million people is in the developing
world.

This debate is really about giving the
people of the world the information
and resources that Americans take for
granted. As the Houston Chronicle has
pointed out, most Americans make re-
sponsible and informed choices about
when and whether to have children.
These are choices that many parents in
the developing world do not realize
they have.

The number of people added to the
world’s population each year is increas-
ing, especially in the world’s poorest
countries that are least equipped to
deal with this growth. It is in our na-
tional interest and in the global inter-
est to support voluntary international
family planning. Efforts to slow popu-
lation growth, elevate the status of
women, reduce poverty, and promote
sustainable development will lead to a
more stable world.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman I yield
myself 11⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
make some points of clarification be-
cause I think there is some confusion
among Members about certain points.

Let me make it clear the President’s
resolution does not subsidize, promote,
allow, perform, or in any way condone
abortion.

Second of all, there is no more money
in the Smith resolution. The money is
the same in the Smith resolution as it
is in the President’s proposal. The
money is the same.

Third of all, I once again want to call
to our colleagues’ attention that all I
have said first about this resolution
not promoting or having anything to
do with abortion is a matter of U.S.
law according to the Helms amend-
ment.

I have the provisions for our col-
leagues to see, blown up on a bulletin

board or in handouts, on the very stat-
utes; and also I have for them the safe-
guards to prove and demonstrate how
this law is implemented.

In closing I want to say one thing,
and I say this with the greatest respect
for the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
CALLAHAN], the chair of our sub-
committee on which I am ranking. The
President has acted in good faith on
this issue. He entered into an agree-
ment, he entered into an agreement
which called for less money, delayed
the funding, in order to be able to have
this House vote at this time up or
down, to accept his certification that
this delay in funding, et cetera, was a
hindrance to promoting our inter-
national family planning goals.

In further proof of the President’s
good faith, I call to our attention a
statement by the President in May 1996
where he accepted the Congress’ re-
quest to strike from legislation, provi-
sions that would have allowed the
President to go forth with this spend-
ing with his own certification and
without a vote of Congress. Congress
said, we put that in by mistake; the
President said, okay, I will take it out
and then we will proceed.

So I urge our colleagues to look care-
fully at these provisions which safe-
guard any ideals that they have about
abortion, but also uphold our principle
of promoting family planning inter-
nationally.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder
of our time to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL], whose credentials are un-
surpassed in the area of child survival.
He truly lives and acts by the words of
the gospel of Matthew, rendering to the
least of our brethren as if he were ren-
dering to God.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. PELOSI] for yielding
this time to me and for her very kind
remarks.

There is probably nobody more pro-
life in the Democratic Party than I am.
If my voting record is not 100 percent,
then it has got to be pretty close. I was
the author of the conscience clause on
abortion which was included in the
Democratic platform, and I spoke of
that issue at the convention.

I feel myself in a position today that
is unusual for me, for I find myself op-
posing the views of the pro-life posi-
tion. I support Mexico City policy, but
I believe that the pro-life forces have
gone too far in their effort to make the
release of funds a pro-life issue, and
this vote would hurt millions of women
and children. Because of massive cuts
to international family planning and
very restrictive language that has held
up other funds related to it, the pro-life
forces have caused great damage, in my
opinion, to poor communities all over
the world.

I am for family planning, which is
prenatal care and education to women,

and breast-feeding and proper nutri-
tion, and spacing of children and other
child survival activities. I am against
abortion. And there is a difference be-
tween family planning and abortion,
but sometimes around here we do not
separate the two of them from the dis-
cussion.

In quoting a letter from CARE and
Save the Children, they have again
stated current law, and I quote: ‘‘In
keeping with the Helms amendment,
no U.S. funds are used to pay for abor-
tion, nor do our organizations use pri-
vate money to pay for abortions.’’ That
is the law and has been for some time.

World Vision, an organization that I
have great respect for, is for releasing
these funds. World Vision is a Christian
organization, and they are pro-life.
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I have traveled with them in many
parts of the world to visit the poor, I
have seen their work, and I have al-
ways been very inspired. When they
speak on this issue, I listen.

Along with CARE, Save the Children,
World Vision, they wrote many of us,
and I am quoting from a letter that
they wrote to me:

Based upon our knowledge and operational
experience, we can assure you that this is
not an ideological or partisan issue, but a se-
rious health concern for women, children and
families. In addition to more maternal and
child deaths, reduced access to family plan-
ning services will result in more unintended
pregnancies, leading to more, rather than
fewer, abortions. By voting to release al-
ready limited family planning funds, you
will be voting to prevent more of these trag-
edies from happening.

I agree with them. In our effort to
legislate around here, sometimes we
become extreme and we become
purists, and we hurt the people we are
trying to help. This should not be an
issue between pro-choice and pro-life
forces. Rather, this is an issue of jus-
tice and fairness, in my opinion. Vote
‘‘yes’’ on this resolution.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, if I
could inquire, am I correct that there
is no more time other than the time
that remains to my side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana has 12 minutes remain-
ing; the gentlewoman from California
has yielded the balance of her time to
the gentleman from Ohio, and that
time has expired, so the gentleman
from Louisiana has 12 minutes remain-
ing.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, could I
inquire, do we have any more time left?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was in
error. The gentlewoman from Califor-
nia has 30 seconds remaining and the
gentleman from Louisiana has 12 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the right to close and would
certainly ask the gentlewoman to ex-
pend her time.
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I want

to thank the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
HALL] for his leadership and for his fine
statement from the heart and from the
head to our colleagues. I want to thank
Members on both sides of the aisle for
what I believe is the fine tenor of the
debate today.

International family planning is an
issue of grave importance, and once
again I appeal to our colleagues not to
hold the poor children of the world hos-
tage to the politics of the House of
Representatives. Let us take a step for-
ward and vote ‘‘yes’’ on the privileged
resolution and approve the President’s
findings regarding international family
planning.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. In sharing the expression by
the gentlewoman from California about
the tenor of the debate, I think it has
been a fine debate.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to yield
the balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH], a member of the Commit-
tee on International Relations and an
outstanding expert on this issue.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank
my very good friend [Mr. LIVINGSTON],
the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, just to respond brief-
ly, nobody is holding any funds or
money hostage. This is all about fun-
damental human rights and protecting
the precious unborn children while si-
multaneously providing family plan-
ning.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it
very clear that the House will today
consider two diametrically opposed
pieces of legislation on family plan-
ning. While each is designed to release
fiscal year 1997 family planning funds
by March 1, that is where the similar-
ity ends.

The Clinton resolution, introduced
by request by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARMEY]—and I would note
for the RECORD that Mr. ARMEY does
not support the resolution—is strongly
pro-abortion in its effect. Make no mis-
take about it, the consequence of ap-
proving the Clinton resolution is a fat
payday for abortion providers. So
please be fully aware of the unavoid-
able fact that if you vote for House
Joint Resolution 36, you further em-
power, strengthen, and tangibly aid
and abet the abortion industry over-
seas.

Know that a ‘‘yes’’ vote on House
Joint Resolution 36 pours hundreds of
millions of U.S. taxpayer dollars into
organizations that have made the top-
pling of pro-life laws and policies in the
developing countries their mission and
their explicit goal. And know that once
that they have succeeded in overturn-
ing those laws that protect the unborn
child, once they have eviscerated the
constitutional protections that are
currently in place, these are the same
folks who jump in with both feet to set
up the abortion mills.

Who we subsidize, Mr. Chairman, not
just what we subsidize, but who we sub-
sidize does matter. It should matter
greatly to each of us not just what an
organization does with our specific do-
nation, but the rest of their agenda as
well. It is a package deal. This is espe-
cially important because money is fun-
gible. What we give to a group imme-
diately frees up other non-U.S. funds
that can be used and in this case are
used for performing and aggressively
promoting abortion.

In recent months the Clinton admin-
istration has said that it does not pro-
mote abortion overseas. Oh, if that
were only true. During Mr. Clinton’s
first term, my colleagues know and I
know that his office pushed hard for an
international right to abortion. At the
1994 U.N. Population Conference in
Cairo, and especially at the pre-
paratory meetings, known as
PrepComs, leading up to the con-
ference, the administration mounted a
full court press for an international
right to abortion.

A State Department March 1994 ac-
tion cable sent to every U.S. ambas-
sador and mission abroad prior to that
meeting instructed our envoys to lobby
their host governments with these in-
structions:

The United States believes that access to
abortion is a fundamental right. The United
States delegation will be working for strong-
er language on the importance of access to
abortion services overseas.

In a speech at the second PrepCom
for the Cairo Conference, Tim Wirth
said much the same thing, how they
were going to be pushing abortion. And
in a keynote address at the 1994 meet-
ing of the Population Cooperating
Agencies, Brian Atwood, the adminis-
trator of AID, said, and I quote,

While obstacles cannot be removed over-
night, this administration will continue to
stand for the principle of reproductive
choice, including access to abortion.

I say to my colleagues of the House,
those so-called obstacles that Mr. At-
wood was referring to are right-to-life
laws and constitutional provisions that
protect unborn children in approxi-
mately 100 countries in the developing
world. Virtually all of Central and
South America protect their kids from
abortion. These are construed by the
administration to be obstacles.

These abortion power plays, these
overt pro-abortion initiatives, so far
have been largely repudiated by the de-
veloping world, but they have had some
successes. Poland and South Africa re-
cently flip-flopped and went from pro-
life to pro-abortion. So there is now a
dual strategy: When the overt strategy
failed, another strategy was employed.

For the last 4 years the administra-
tion has relied on a parallel track, a
more sophisticated covert means de-
signed to accomplish that end. They
have used surrogates, nongovernmental
organizations like the International
Planned Parenthood Federation based
in London, and the Pathfinder Fund
and others to do the lion’s share of the

dirty work to nullify pro-life laws and
to set up abortion mills the world over.

This past Tuesday I asked our very
distinguished Secretary of State, Mad-
eleine Albright, an official for whom I
have great respect, whether she was
aware of the 1992 International Planned
Parenthood Federation abortion mani-
festo called Vision 2000, a global strate-
gic plan that Planned Parenthood
adopted and have been implementing
ever since to promote abortion in every
corner of the world. The Secretary,
known for her candor, admitted she
never heard of it.

IPPF, by the way, has received more
than $70 million from the U.S. tax-
payers, courtesy of this administra-
tion, so it seems to me that the Sec-
retary of State and all of us should
know what IPPF is all about. Again, it
is not just what they do with ‘‘our’’
money, it is what their agenda is all
about.

I urge Members to look at this docu-
ment. This is their marching orders in
the developing world. Do not just say
our money is not going to be used.
Other money then gets used to bring
down these right-to-life laws. Let me
just quote briefly from it.

The Vision 2000 strategic plan says,
and I quote, that they will ‘‘bring pres-
sure on governments and campaign for
policy and legislative change to re-
move restrictions against abortion.’’
Can anything be more clear? Pressure
governments. Campaign for abortion
on demand. And we are providing
many, many millions of dollars to this
group.

Fred Sai, who is the former chairman
of International Planned Parenthood,
put it very succinctly when they
passed this IPPF strategic plan. He
said,

Now, for the first time, the IPPF strategic
plan, Vision 2000, which was unanimously
adopted at the Members’ Assembly in Delhi,
outlines activities at both the Secretariat
and FPA level to further IPPF’s explicit goal
of increasing the right of access to abortion.

Who we support and subsidize does
matter.

IPPF has an elaborate plan and plans
of action, as they call them, to pro-
mote abortion in every country of the
world, including Central and South
America where, again, they protect
their unborn children. They have plans
to decimate the pro-life laws in Africa,
the Muslim countries in the Middle
East, and several Asian countries who
also legally protect their children from
the abortionist’s knife.

A vote for the Clinton resolution em-
powers the abortion industry to con-
tinue and expand these efforts to eradi-
cate pro-life laws. Eliminate a law in
Poland and a whole generation of kids
are put at risk. Eliminate a law that
protects them in South Africa or any
other country, and an entire genera-
tion of kids are put at risk of abortion
on demand.

I would respectfully submit that the
only responsible pro-life action today
is a ‘‘no’’ vote on the Clinton resolu-
tion and a ‘‘yes’’ vote on H.R. 581, the
Smith–Oberstar-Hyde bill.
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I truly believe that if we stand on the

human rights principle of safeguarding
human life today, the administration
will ultimately do the right thing, pro-
vide family planning money, but do so
with pro-life safeguards.

I was very encouraged by the state-
ment made this past December by
Phyllis Oakley, assistant secretary for
population, when she appeared before
my subcommittee. I chair the Inter-
national Operations and Human Rights
Subcommittee. Secretary Oakley, who
is the point person for population for
the administration said, and I quote:

The United States does not promote abor-
tion and does not support the performance of
abortion.’’ She said, ‘‘That is clear. We have
stated it over and over again. I can assure
you that remains our fundamental policy.

I therefore respectfully submit that
the competing resolutions before the
House today put Secretary Oakley’s
statement concerning this fundamental
policy to the test. If the administra-
tion persists in promoting abortion by
way of surrogates, the Clinton denials
of promoting abortion will be exposed
as wholly disingenuous and untrue.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on
H.R. 581 as introduced by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HYDE] and myself. This pro-life, pro-
family planning bill releases the entire
$385 million appropriated for fiscal
year 1997 on March 1 for family plan-
ning, but, again, it does it with the
pro-life safeguards.

As a matter of fact, in fiscal year 1997
the administration will have signifi-
cantly more to spend on family plan-
ning with our bill, not with the bill be-
fore you or the resolution, but with our
bill.

Total cash on hand for population in
fiscal year 1997, as this chart shows
you, with carryover funds from 1996,
will be $713 million with our bill. It will
be only $543 million with the Clinton
resolution. That is clear; that is unde-
niable. Yes, the money will be spent
eventually, but the issue that the Clin-
ton administration is making is that
money delayed is money denied. We
will frontload the whole thing, giving
you the entire pot of money for family
planning, but do so with pro-life safe-
guards.

I think it is very, very significant for
Members to know that these safe-
guards are nothing new; they were in
effect. People have talked about the
Helms amendment today. The Helms
amendment in the 1980’s was found to
be infirm. Yes, it stopped direct fund-
ing, but there were loopholes. The pro-
abortion groups simply took their own
money, which was freed up by our con-
tributions, and used it for abortion pro-
motion.

Let me just again say that the pro-
life safeguards of the Mexico City pol-
icy were in effect during the Reagan
and Bush years as a way to fully fund
family planning without promoting
abortion. The Mexico City policy is
both pro-family planning—and we
make it clear in our bill—and pro-life.

Specifically, the safeguards say this:
We will condition funds only to those
organizations that will not perform
abortions except in the cases of rape,
incest, and life of the mother. We re-
strict funds to those organizations that
will not lobby, that will not become
the network in Peru or Brazil or any of
these other countries bringing down
their pro-life laws.
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Mr. Chairman, they are extensions of

U.S. foreign policy. We give money to
them. When they are talking to a legis-
lator in one of these countries they do
not say, ‘‘Are you doing that with U.S.
money or are you doing that with your
own money?’’ They are an extension of
our policy. Since we are the
megacontributors and donators to
them, what they do reflects directly
upon us here in the United States.

If Members want to promote abor-
tions, say it. This Mexico City policy
makes it very clear that there ought to
be a wall of separation between the
two.

Let me also point out that during the
years that the policy was in place, in
excess of 350 family planning organiza-
tions, including Planned Parenthood
affiliates in 57 States or countries, ac-
cepted the conditions. Some of the
more extreme pro-abortionists in IPPF
went ballistic over that, and even cen-
sured IPPF Western Hemisphere for
doing that. But I believe they showed
that they wanted to do family plan-
ning. They did not want to be part of
this big push for abortion. Vote ‘‘no’’
on the Clinton resolution, and please
vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 581.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT].

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, the world’s
population is growing by 90 million every
year—that is the equivalent of adding the en-
tire population of Mexico every year. Family
planning is critical for the survival of the planet
and the people on it. Overpopulation leads to
the suffering of women and innocent children,
poverty, and war.

There is an unfortunate tendency in this
country to reduce important debates concern-
ing reproductive issues to the labels ‘‘pro-
choice’’ and ‘‘pro-life.’’ We will ill serve the citi-
zens of this country and the world if we allow
this vote today to fall victim to these labels.

First, there is evidence that without family
planning, the number of abortions increases.

And second, today what we are really doing
is voting to ensure that there will continue to
be humane and responsible efforts through
voluntary family planning services so that the
people who live on this planet can live with
decency and dignity.

The United States has a moral obligation to
lead the effort to control population respon-
sibly. And I believe, therefore, that the moral
vote today is a vote for the President’s resolu-
tion.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS].

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to add my voice to those
that have spoken today in support of
international family planning.

Mr. Chairman, there is no question that
funding for family planning has promoted the
health and survival of women and children in
developing nations. The United States has
taken a leading role in promoting child survival
in the world, decreasing maternal and infant
mortality, and ending the spread of deadly dis-
ease, including the AIDS virus. And, yes, Mr.
Speaker, we have helped reduce the practice
of abortion through this program. Today, abor-
tion is widespread in many nations—Russian
women have on average 7 to 8 abortions in a
lifetime. Family planning is helping to reverse
this epidemic—to end the trend, not to begin
it.

We have heard it said on this floor today,
and I will say it again: not one penny of family
planning aid goes to support abortions. Not
one penny. This vote is not about supporting
abortions abroad—it is about ending them. It
is about about saving the lives of women and
children. It is about saving the lives of women
who, in many cases, are children.

Family planning is helping to end the spread
of the AIDS disease—a disease who know no
borders. It is helping couples in developing na-
tions reduce the size of their families so they
can stay out of poverty, become educated,
survive, and thrive. Family planning has lim-
ited the number of births in the developing
world on average from 6 to 3.

And to my colleagues who suggest that
family planning funds will support abortions, let
me say, and let me beg of you—there is
enough misinformation about family planning
in the world today. There is enough disease.
Enough people have died. Enough women
and children have suffered. Family planning
from the United States is provided for one pur-
pose and one purpose only: to end the spread
of misinformation about family planning—to
end the death, poverty, and disease that
comes from the spread of myths and lies.

Family planning does not support abortions,
It saves lives. I urge my colleagues to support
the release of family planning funds—funding
which has already been appropriated and ap-
proved. Do it now. Do it today. The lives of
women and children depend upon it.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for
the opportunity to reiterate my position on
what has been referred to as the Mexico City
policy—a policy regarding the appropriation of
taxpayer funds for the population assistance
activities of any foreign private, nongovern-
mental, or multilateral organization.

My position on taxpayer-financed family
planning has been well established over the
course of the previous two Congresses. I be-
lieve in family planning programs. I believe
they help women and children. I also believe,
however, in placing restrictions on how tax-
payer dollars are used in pursuit of family
planning. Simply put, I believe that the use of
taxpayer dollars to pay for or promote abortion
is inappropriate, except under circumstances
of rape or incest, or to protect the life of the
mother.

The Mexico City policy—that taxpayer funds
intended for international family planning
should not be directed to organizations that
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perform or promote abortion, except in the in-
stances of rape, incest, or to protect the life of
the mother—has been raised several times in
recent years. I continue to support the main
thrust of that policy, and I continue to hold to
the view that our government ought to be neu-
tral on the difficult question of abortion. I take
the libertarian view that government ought not
to be involved in this most difficult and per-
sonal of decisions, and will continue to support
legislation which is consistent with that view.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, the Clinton ad-
ministration has embarked on what is no less
than a worldwide crusade promoting abortion
on demand at any time for any reason any-
where. I cannot condemn that policy in words
strong enough.

So let me just make a quick point in the
short time that I have to speak this morning.
Contrary to what some of those on the other
side have said, this vote is indeed about abor-
tion. It has always been about abortion. We
simply say to foreign nongovernmental organi-
zations: Unless you agree not to perform abor-
tions, and not to violate the laws, and lobby to
change the laws, of other countries with re-
spect to abortion, then don’t come to this
country asking for tax dollars. That is all we
are saying.

I have only been in Congress for a little
more than two years yet I am voting today for
the eighth time on the restoration of the Mex-
ico City policy—a simple, straight-forward pro-
life policy initiated by President Reagan car-
ried on by President Bush and eagerly deci-
mated by President Clinton in his first days in
office. I hope that this year, the Congress will
finally bring this debate to an end and do the
right thing Let’s stop the international abortion
crusade today.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Gephardt-Armey reso-
lution and support the administration in releas-
ing family planning funds immediately.

Family planning works, it is a proven policy
that has helped to stabilize the world’s popu-
lation.

There are only two ways to reduce un-
wanted pregnancies: sexual abstinence and
safe and effective contraception.

By not releasing these funds now and by
continuing to keep delaying the funds, which
the administration has already certified is
causing irreparable harm to family planning ef-
forts around the world, we are harming efforts
to get that message out and are, in turn, con-
tributing to the increase of unsafe abortions
rather than reducing them.

In fact, the former chairman of the Senate
Appropriations Committee, Senator Hatfield, a
strong pro-life advocate, unequivocally dis-
agreed with the proponents of the Smith reso-
lution and said that there was no evidence to
support the claim that U.S. funding was being
used to provide or promote abortion. The dis-
tinguished Senator went on to say that efforts
to impede the release of family planning funds
was not reducing abortions, rather it would in-
crease and contribute to unsafe abortions.

This vote is not about abortion, U.S. law al-
ready prohibits the funding of and promotion
of abortion.

We have already accepted a 35-percent cut
in family planning funding which in of itself is
a significant hit. But it was a bipartisan agree-
ment and now we must all honor that agree-
ment.

By releasing the family planning funds now,
millions of women and family will have access

to family planning counseling prenatal care
and preventative health care.

Mr. Speaker, I call on my colleagues to sup-
port the Armey-Gephardt resolution and vote
to immediately release these critical funds.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the President’s request to
release $123 million in foreign aid to support
an international pro-abortion agenda.

I have one question for my colleagues
today. Why in the world should we ask the
American taxpayer to provide funding for abor-
tions administered overseas when we don’t
provide Federal funding for abortions in the
United States? It makes no sense at all.

We know that in many areas of the world,
the population is growing out of control and
that something must be done to control this
massive problem. However, a ‘‘no’’ vote on
the Presidents resolution will not jeopardize
our status as a world leader in this area. It will
simply confirm that abortion is not an accept-
able form of birth control.

This body has made it clear on several oc-
casions that we are willing to provide funds for
international family planning programs if the
participants will simply promise not to use
abortion or lobby for the use of abortion.

Many of the international organizations that
benefit from this funding are taking part in
highly questionable practices.

We know that the International Planned Par-
enthood Federation in London has a history of
cooperating with the one-child abortion poli-
cies in China. This organization has also been
involved in active lobbying to convince devel-
oping nations in Africa, Asia and the Americas
to overturn their abortion laws. Is this some-
thing we need to pay for? I don’t think so.

The question before us today is not whether
we should support international family plan-
ning and education programs.

The question today is whether or not this
nation, and this body, supports the use of
abortion as a means of family planning.

As far as I am concerned, the term ‘‘family’’
and ‘‘abortion’’ are totally incompatible.

This Nation and this Congress cannot and
should not subsidize programs and organiza-
tions which advocate abortion or which lobby
for the legalization or expansion of abortion as
a means of limiting population growth.

We should not allow abortion to become the
next major U.S. export.

It is true that the Helms amendment pre-
vents the direct use of U.S. funds to pay for
abortion procedures, but it does not prevent
indirect funding of programs that promote the
legalization or expansion of access to abortion
as a means of birth control in developing na-
tions. To do that we must defeat the resolution
and reinstate the Mexico City policy.

I urge my colleagues to defeat this resolu-
tion; help us reinstate the Mexico City policy
and show the world that we are willing to sup-
port education and other family planning prac-
tices but not at the expense of the innocent
unborn.

Vote ‘‘no’’ on this resolution and vote ‘‘yes’’
on Smith-Hyde-Oberstar.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support House Joint Resolution 36 to
endorse the Presidential finding and release
international family planning funds on March 1.

Family planning programs are common
sense. Democrats and Republicans ought to
put partisan differences aside and come to-
gether to support population assistance. Mr.

GEPHARDT and Mr. ARMEY have set an excel-
lent example of bipartisanship by cosponsor-
ing this important bill.

U.S. population assistance aid is critical to
our world’s future. The high rates of population
growth in developing countries affect Ameri-
cans through its impact on the environment,
immigration, and the economy. Unintended
pregnancies threaten the society of developing
countries as well: it can put economic devel-
opment at risk, it damages the health and eco-
nomic status of families, and increases the
abortion rate.

Mr. Chairman, I urge this Congress to sup-
port family planning services. It is not a pro-
choice or pro-life issue; it is a pro-family issue.
This vote today is very important. If we don’t
vote to release the funds on March 1, we will
reduce this year’s total population assistance
program funding by $123 million. At least 17
worldwide programs will need to defer, sus-
pend, or terminate family planning health care
services. The consequences of the delay
would be enormous; there would be more un-
intended pregnancies, more abortions, and
more maternal and infant deaths, and more
economic and environmental strain on families
and societies.

Opponents of this legislation argue that we
should place extreme restrictions on health
care providers who receive U.S. aid. I oppose
this draconian policy: denying families the right
to plan their childbearing is wrong. Access to
birth control is good for children, good for fam-
ilies, good for the environment, and good for
the society. I urge my colleagues to vote to
support House Joint Resolution 36 and re-
lease the previously appropriated family plan-
ning assistance funds on March 1.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
to state my absolute opposition to the Presi-
dent’s proposal to send taxpayer dollars over-
seas to promote abortions. We simply cannot
allow the administration to continue its policy
of ignoring the fundamental rights of the un-
born.

The argument has been made that family
planning funds serve to decrease the number
of abortions performed in developing coun-
tries. If this is the case and if we are to ensure
that family planning programs respect the
basic right to life, then the President should
not object to the pro-life safeguards on four
separate occasions in the last Congress,
standing up emphatically for the rights of the
unborn. The President’s refusal to accept
these reasonable safeguards is proof of the
underlying abortion agenda of this administra-
tion and the international groups which sup-
port a similar position.

I urge this body to say no to a plan that ex-
ports abortion policies to developing countries.
The right thing to do is to support the alter-
native resolution, offered by Representative
CHRIS SMITH, which reinstates the Reagan-
Bush Mexico City policy protecting the unborn.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong support of House Joint Resolution 36,
which approves the President’s finding that
withholding family planning funds has a nega-
tive impact on international population pro-
grams.

These funds are crucial to the health of
women worldwide, and represent the single
most effective means our country uses to re-
duce the worldwide rate of abortion.

A recent Rockefeller Foundation report
amply demonstrates the importance and suc-
cess of America’s three-decade commitment
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to family planning programs: in countries
where such programs are active, contraceptive
usage rates among women have increased
from 10 to 50 percent. This has resulted in
lowering the average number of children borne
by women in these nations from six to three,
helping millions of women evade poverty and
maintain their health. According to a UNICEF
report, family planning programs, by helping
women avoid risky pregnancies, can prevent
up to 100,000 of the 600,000 annual maternal
deaths. It’s no wonder organizations like
CARE and Save the Children strongly support
this resolution.

I also stand in firm opposition to the Smith-
Oberstar alternative resolution, which would
reinstate the Mexico City gag order and delay
the release of already appropriated family
planning funds 4 additional months. I hope my
colleagues will not be fooled by this antifamily
planning resolution. Under current law, no
U.S. funds can be used to perform or lobby for
abortions. For the past 24 years, no one has
produced any evidence that one penny of this
funding has ever been used for abortion. In
fact, the Smith bill will, in the words of pas-
sionate abortion opponent Senator Mark Hat-
field, ‘‘contribute to an increase of abortions
worldwide.’’ By some estimates, the Smith bill
could result in an additional 1.6 million abor-
tions worldwide.

Furthermore, this resolution, if approved, will
merely release funds which have already been
appropriated—it will not, as opponents of fam-
ily planning have suggested, add a single
penny to our foreign aid spending.

Mr. Speaker, this bill doesn’t provide any
new spending. It will help save the lives and
health of millions of women and keep many
more children from becoming orphans. And it
will decrease the number of abortions per-
formed worldwide. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to pass this pro-family, pro-woman
resolution.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in opposition to House Joint Resolu-
tion 36, approving President Clinton’s findings
regarding international population planning
programs and instead urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting House Resolution 581,
the Family Planning Facilitation and Abortion
Funding Restriction Act. House Joint Resolu-
tion 36 would not just allow for the early re-
lease of an additional $123 million in fiscal
year 1997 for international family planning or-
ganizations. It would also allow these groups
to perform abortions and promote and lobby
for abortion as a family planning option within
their home country.

As an alternative, I join Congressmen
SMITH, HYDE, and OBERSTAR in supporting
international family planning while also ensur-
ing that organizations that use Americans’ tax
dollars agree not to either promote or perform
abortions overseas. Simply put, abortion is not
a method of family planning.

Behind the smoke and mirrors of today’s de-
bate is the fact that supporting the President’s
resolution (H.J. Res. 36) will result in the pro-
motion and performance of abortions over-
seas. As an alternative, I ask my colleagues to
join me instead in supporting a bipartisan al-
ternative, the Smith-Oberstar-Hyde bill (H.R.
581) that will release an additional $292.6 mil-
lion in U.S. funds for international family plan-
ning programs in fiscal year 1997—bringing
the total fiscal year 1997 spending on these
programs to $713 million. But more important,

the bill will ensure that foreign nongovern-
mental organizations receiving U.S. funds are
not performing or promoting abortions in de-
veloping countries except in the cases of rape,
incest, or when the life of the mother is in dan-
ger.

The restrictions on abortion in the Smith-
Hyde-Oberstar alternative are not without
precedent. The 1994 International Conference
on Population and Development held in Cairo
reiterated that ‘‘in no case should abortion be
promoted as a method of family planning.’’
Furthermore, from 1984 to 1993, the United
States Government supported international
family planning programs with these pro-life
measures known as the Mexico City policy.
Under this policy, over 350 family-planning
groups received funding. We should renew our
commitment by voting for House Resolution
581.

I urge my colleagues to join with me in sup-
porting true family planning and not abortion.
Vote for the Family Planning Facilitation and
Abortion Funding Restriction Act. Voting for
the President’s resolution is not just agreeing
with his finding that delaying family planning
dollars has had a negative effect. It also gives
the green light to the promotion and perform-
ance of abortions overseas.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, today I
rise to speak in support of House Joint Reso-
lution 36 which allows for the early release of
international family assistance funding. As my
colleagues know, the administration and the
Republican leadership made an agreement
last September to allow the funding for inter-
national family assistance to go forward in
July, with the possibility of release of the funds
in March if the President certifies to Congress
that the delay is having an adverse impact on
the family planning program and both Cham-
bers pass legislation to approve the early re-
lease. Last week, the President sent his certifi-
cation to us.

According to the President’s report, delaying
the release of funds undermines U.S. efforts
to promote child survival and actually in-
creases the number of abortions worldwide.
Evidence from all regions of the world shows
that increased contraceptive use, by reducing
unintended pregnancies, plays a major role in
reducing abortions. Reductions in the rate of
abortion as a result of increased contraceptive
use have been documented in countries such
as Russia, the central Asian republics, Mexico,
and Colombia. In Russia alone, an increase of
only 5 percent in contraceptive use over 4
years led to a decrease of 30 percent in the
annual abortion rate. Why turn back this
progress?

One would think that abortion opponents
would rush to support family planning assist-
ance since it reduces the number of abortions.
Unfortunately, this is not the case, considering
the permission by the Rules Committee to in-
clude consideration of House Resolution 581
which would allow early release of funds with
unnecessary and onerous restrictions on the
assistance. Contrary to what the supporters of
House Resolution 581 claim, current law pro-
hibits the use of any foreign aid funds for
abortion or for motivating anyone to seek an
abortion. The U.S. agency for international de-
velopment has followed this policy for years
and has strict procedures in place to ensure
compliance.

Family planning has proven effective in pre-
venting abortions, maternal and child deaths.

If we delay support for family planning by even
4 months, denying safe and effective contra-
ception to couples who depend on these pro-
grams, we will see a rise in unintended preg-
nancies and maternal deaths and a tragic re-
course to unsafe and unsanitary methods to
terminate those pregnancies.

This vote is about family planning and re-
leasing delayed fiscal year 1997 funds; no
new or additional funds are involved. This vote
directly affects the life prospects of countless
women and children in developing nations. I
strongly urge my colleagues to support House
Joint Resolution 36 and vote ‘‘no’’ on House
Resolution 581.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman. I rise to sup-
port the release of family planning funds, that
have been held hostage to unwarranted anti-
choice forces in the Congress for more than 4
months now.

We here today are on a rescue mission. For
if we fail to pass this resolution, the funds will
be held hostage until July 1, 9 months into the
fiscal year. This is unacceptable.

This is not about spending more money or
new money. It is about the previously allo-
cated international family planning funds that
have not been released. The President has
certified that this delay is harming our efforts
to reduce unintended pregnancies abroad.
These funds must be released now.

Releasing these funds will improve women’s
health, reduce poverty, and protect our global
environment.

International family planning promotes pre-
ventive health care such as prenatal care,
helps women to plan and space their preg-
nancies farther apart, and prevents unintended
pregnancies that may threaten women’s health
and the health of their babies.

Do our programs work? As David Broder
commented in the Washington Post, ‘‘the suc-
cess of the program is undeniable.’’ Studies
have shown for the past three decades the
percentage of women using contraception in
foreign countries that receive this type of as-
sistance has risen from 10 percent to 50 per-
cent, and the average number of children they
have borne has been reduced from six to
three.

Some say that our international family plan-
ning efforts increase abortion. This is abso-
lutely false. No U.S. dollars are used to pro-
vide abortion services either in the United
States or abroad. In fact, it has been illegal to
use U.S. funds to provide abortion services
abroad since 1973. I happen to disagree with
this policy, but it is the policy nonetheless.

Family planning does not increase abor-
tions, it reduces them. Senator Mark Hatfield
recognizes this, World Vision recognizes this,
and I believe that even most people in this
Chamber recognize this. But you cannot claim
to support family planning and vote against
this resolution. Only passage of this resolution
will lead to release of the international family
planning funds.

Let there be no mistake about it, this is a
vote about choice, but it is not a vote about
abortion.

It is about a choice between supporting fam-
ily planning or opposing it.

It is about a choice between protecting
women’s lives or harming them.

In fact, this is about a choice between right
and wrong, and quite seriously about a choice
between life and death.

I urge my colleagues to choose wisely, to
protect women’s lives, and to support this res-
olution.
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, today I

voted in support of House Joint Resolution 36,
a resolution to release funds for international
family planning on March 1, 1997, which
passed the House of Representatives by a
vote of 220–209 on February 13, 1997. I
made this decision after careful consideration
and deliberation. Former U.S. Senator Mark
Hatfield of Oregon, who is pro-life, sent a let-
ter last fall to Representative CHRIS SMITH ex-
pressing his concern about the detrimental ef-
fect of the delay in funding for these pro-
grams.

* * * Chris [Smith (R–NJ), author of H.R.
581], you are contributing to an increase of
abortions worldwide because of the funding
restrictions on which you insisted in last
year’s funding bill. It is a proven fact that
when contraceptive services are not avail-
able to women throughout the world, abor-
tion rates increase. We have seen it in the
former Soviet Union where women had no
access to family planning and relied on abor-
tion as their primary birth control method.
Some women had between eight and twelve
abortions during their lifetimes. This is un-
acceptable to me as someone who is strongly
opposed to abortion.

Based on this statement and other informa-
tion from pro-life Members of Congress, in-
cluding Representative TONY HALL, I voted in
support of House Joint Resolution 36, a reso-
lution to release international family planning
funds on March 1, 1997. Since it is my objec-
tive to decrease the number of abortions, this
pro-life vote is the only vote I could conscien-
tiously cast. Those Agency for International
Development [AID] international family plan-
ning funds are prohibited by law from being
used for abortion services. This prohibition is
carefully monitored by AID and by independ-
ent audits.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I also voted in
support of H.R. 581, the Chris Smith resolu-
tion, which would release funds as early as
March 1 as long as recipients abide by the
Mexico City policy, which prohibits these funds
from going to organizations that also provide
abortion services. I have been a long time
supporter of the Mexico City policy. I also sup-
port family planning which reduces abortion—
and oppose the use of Federal funds for abor-
tion except to save the life of an indigent
mother. However, since President Clinton
waits for H.R. 581 with his veto pen thus giv-
ing the legislation virtually no chance of be-
coming law, I had to support House Joint Res-
olution 36 in order to provide funding for family
planning services that are proven to prevent
abortion.

KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of the resolution, House Joint Resolu-
tion 36, to release international family planning
funds beginning March 1, as recommended by
the President, and to oppose H.R. 581, which
would place restrictions on international family
programs that already exist in Federal law.

The release of funds contained in House
Joint Resolution 36 has been delayed 5
months, and a report by the administration
states that further delay will cause serious, ir-
reversible, and avoidable harm to family plan-
ning programs. The report further indicates
that a delay of 4 months will increase the inci-
dence of unintended pregnancies, maternal
and child deaths, and abortions.

Those who oppose this family planning pro-
gram assert that U.S. funds are being used for
abortions. Nothing could be further from the

truth. Current Federal law prohibits the use of
U.S. funds for abortions or abortion counsel-
ing. The Agency for International Develop-
ment, which administers these funds, has
strict procedures to assure no U.S. funds are
used for abortion. These procedures include
legally binding contract provisions forbidding
such activity, staff monitoring, and regular au-
dits by nationally recognized accounting firms.

Even a highly respected pro-life advocate,
former Senator Mark Hatfield, has found no
evidence to suggest U.S. family planning
funds are used to fund abortions in other
countries. In a September 24, 1996, letter to
Representative CHRIS SMITH, who is offering
H.R. 581, Senator Hatfield said:

I have reviewed the materials you recently
sent to my office in response to my request
that you provide proof that U.S. funds are
being spent on abortion through AID’s vol-
untary international family planning pro-
gram. Unfortunately, I do not see anything
in these materials to back up your assertion.

I have received no evidence to contradict
Senator Hatfield’s belief.

Those who say providing funds to family
planning agencies increases abortions need to
review the evidence to the contrary. Here are
some examples:

Russia: From 1990 to 1994, contraceptive
use increased by 5 percent, and the total
number of abortions fell by 800,000.

Hungary: A dramatic increase in contracep-
tive use from the late 1960’s to 1986 resulted
in a drop in abortion rates from 80 per 1,000
women to about 30 per 1,000 women.

Chile: From 1960 to 1990, an increase in
contraceptive use resulted in a drop in abor-
tion rates from 77 per 1,000 women to 45 per
1,000.

By supporting the expedited release of
these family planning funds, we in fact will de-
crease the incidence of abortions internation-
ally. In a letter to congressional leadership,
Reverend Leo O’Donovan, president of
Georgetown University, said,

Your vote to release these funds on March
1, 1997 rather than delaying until July 1, 1997
will make a tremendous difference to count-
less families. Our program and international
efforts in natural family planning are de-
pendent on these federal resources.

The Smith bill, H.R. 581, would unneces-
sarily restate the existing abortion prohibition
and would restrict the expenditure of family
planning organizations’ own funds. We have
the right and the responsibility to place condi-
tions on U.S. taxpayer moneys, but not on all
the resources of these groups.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
House Joint Resolution 36 and to oppose the
Smith bill at this time. We will have numerous
opportunities in this 105th Congress to cast
votes on real abortion issues. Although H.R.
581 is cast as one, it fails the test.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I encourage
my colleagues to support the Presidential find-
ing that family planning appropriations should
be released on March 1 because any further
delay would seriously impact this very impor-
tant program.

Congress should support family planning
programs because they are a crucial tool in
international efforts to curb global overpopula-
tion. At current growth rates, we will add more
humans in the next 50 years than in all pre-
vious 500,000 years of human history. In the
next decade alone, world population will in-
crease by 1 billion people. This growth means

more than longer lines at Safeway or at the
local drug store. Unrestrained population
growth devastates environmental resources,
exacerbates immigration pressures, and raises
the specter of worldwide malnutrition and the
spread of infectious diseases.

I also support family planning funds be-
cause I support healthy families. Numerous
studies have documented that mortality rates
for women and children are highest when
births are too close together, when women
have many children, and when women give
birth at very young and old ages. These family
planning funds will enable mothers and fathers
around the world to raise the healthiest chil-
dren they can.

In addition, U.S. family planning aid often
goes to families that have no other recourse.
It is estimated that 77 percent of the couples
using contraceptives in developing countries,
excluding China, depend on publicly financed
family planning programs.

We only need to look to Mexico for indices
of the success of family planning. Due in part
to foreign family planning assistance, the aver-
age Mexican woman now has 2.7 children, a
dramatic reduction from the average of 6.7
children in 1970. Family planning is about
thinking ahead. It’s about giving families, es-
pecially poor families, the chance to make
choices for their future. Let’s not make the
choice for them.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong support of House Joint Resolution 36,
which provides for the release of U.S. con-
tributions to international family planning pro-
grams.

For over 30 years America has been a sup-
porter of international family planning. These
programs have improved the health of millions
of women and children, eased the environ-
mental impact of rapid population growth, and
prevented millions of unwanted pregnancies.

But in the past 2 years, Congress has with-
held, cut or placed arbitrary restrictions on
these programs.

Approximately 4 million women, who do not
have access to modern contraception, medical
advice or prenatal care, will have an unwanted
or dangerous pregnancy, resulting in nearly 2
million more abortions or miscarriages. Fund-
ing restrictions only add to these numbers.

Unless we vote today to release the funds
already appropriated, we will create even
greater obstacles to common sense family
planning. If this resolution is defeated there
will be an increase in maternal death, there
will be an increase in abortions, and there will
be an increase in malnutrition.

The support of the United States for inter-
national family planning has helped families
space out the birth of their children and has
increased the odds that there will be enough
food and other essentials to be shared among
all family members. We’ve enabled women to
bear children when they are physically strong
and can breast-feed normally—increasing
child survival by as much as 20 percent.

These funds have not sponsored or sup-
ported abortion. For 20 years, the U.S. Agen-
cy for International Development has pre-
vented any money distributed by the Federal
Government from being used to perform abor-
tions or motivate anyone to have one. This is
current law, and nothing in this resolution will
change it.

Mr. Speaker, for three decades Republica-
tions and Democrats, pro-life and pro-choice,
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have supported a significant American role in
international family planning. I urge my col-
leagues to reaffirm that support today by vot-
ing in favor of House Joint Resolution 36.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate
has expired. Pursuant to section
581A(e) of the Foreign Operations Ap-
propriations Act for 1997, no amend-
ment is in order and the Committee
rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER] having assumed the chair,
Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Chair-
man pro tempore of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 36) approv-
ing the Presidential finding that the
limitation on obligations imposed by
section 581A(a) of the Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1997, is
having a negative impact on the proper
functioning of the population planning
program, he reported the bill back to
the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the passage of the joint resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 220, nays
209, not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 22]

YEAS—220

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Castle

Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton

Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Kolbe
Lampson
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez

Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Rivers
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard

Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NAYS—209

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan

Ehlers
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Forbes
Gallegly
Gillmor
Gingrich
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kildee
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (KY)
Linder

Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Riggs
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen

Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)

Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thornberry

Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—4

Carson
Clay

Obey
Young (AK)

b 1303

Mr. JEFFERSON, and Mr. OWENS
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER). The Chair will remind all
persons in the gallery that they are
here as guests of the House and that
any manifestation of approval or dis-
approval is in violation of the rules of
the House.

So the joint resolution was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
f

PROVIDING FOR AN ADJOURN-
MENT OF THE HOUSE FROM FEB-
RUARY 13, 1997, TO FEBRUARY 25,
1997, AND FOR AN ADJOURNMENT
OR RECESS OF THE SENATE
FROM FEBRUARY 13, 1997, TO
FEBRUARY 24, 1997

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 21) and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CON. RES. 21
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the

Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Thursday,
February 13, 1997, it stand adjourned until
12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, February 25, 1997, or
until noon on the second day after Members
are notified to reassemble pursuant to sec-
tion 2 of this concurrent resolution, which-
ever occurs first; and that when the Senate
adjourns or recesses at the close of business
on Thursday, February 13, 1997, pursuant to
a motion made by the Majority Leader, or
his designee, in accordance with this concur-
rent resolution, it stand recessed or ad-
journed until 11:30 a.m. on Monday, February
24, 1997, or such time on that day as may be
specified by the Majority Leader or his des-
ignee in the motion to recess or adjourn, or
until noon on the second day after members
are notified to reassemble pursuant to sec-
tion 2 of this concurrent resolution, which-
ever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the House and the Minority Leader of the
Senate, shall notify the Members of the
House and the Senate, respectively, to reas-
semble whenever, in their opinion, the public
interest shall warrant it.
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The concurrent resolution was agreed

to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

FAMILY PLANNING FACILITATION
AND ABORTION FUNDING RE-
STRICTION ACT OF 1997

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 46 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 46
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution, it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 581) to amend Public
Law 104–208 to provide that the President
may make funds appropriated for population
planning and other population assistance
available on March 1, 1997, subject to restric-
tions on assistance to foreign organizations
that perform or actively promote abortions.
The bill shall be debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by Represent-
ative Smith of New Jersey or his designee
and a Member opposed to the bill. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill to final passage without interven-
ing motion except one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for purposes
of debate only, I yield the customary 30
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] pending which I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, as we know from the
previous debate, we are here today as a
result of an agreement reached last
year between the Congress and the
White House concerning international
family planning assistance. The agree-
ment signed into law stated that no
family planning funds would be re-
leased until July 1997 unless the Presi-
dent determined that the delay was
having a negative impact on the pro-
gram.

We have now debated and voted on a
privileged resolution to release those
funds as the law calls for. Having con-
sidered the Armey-Gephardt resolu-
tion, we have another option to expe-
dite this funding. That is H.R. 5881, the
Smith resolution, as it is called. The
rule for the Smith bill is very straight-
forward. It is a closed rule with 1 hour
of debate equally divided between pro-
ponents and opponents of the bill. The
rule also provides for one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

While the rule is closed, it was the
opinion of the Committee on Rules
that a closed rule was appropriate for
this alternative to the Armey-Gep-
hardt resolution, which was completely
unamendable. I think we all agree on
the need for a U.S. role in promoting
legitimate family planning services.
There are strong humanitarian, eco-
nomic, and environmental reasons for
this. How taxpayer dollars will be uti-

lized to support these programs, how-
ever, is where the controversy lies.

I tend to agree with many Members
who feel that it makes sense regardless
of your view on the issue of abortion,
to ensure that precious U.S. taxpayer
dollars are not used either directly or
indirectly to promote or perform abor-
tions. The Smith resolution would ex-
pedite the release of the family plan-
ning funds, just like the Armey-Gep-
hardt resolution. In addition, it would
reinstate the Mexico City policy, as we
call it, which worked honorably for 12
years during the Reagan and Bush ad-
ministrations.

This policy, as my colleagues will re-
call, simply states that U.S. funds will
not, repeat, not go to nongovernmental
organizations that either promote or
perform abortions. That is the issue. I
would urge my colleagues to support
this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I rise in strong opposition to the
rule. The legislation that is made in
order by this rule is just another trans-
parent attempt to tack abortion re-
strictions onto legislation which is pe-
ripheral at best to the issue of abor-
tion. We are talking today about fam-
ily planning programs, family plan-
ning, not abortion. This is a critical
distinction because effective family
planning greatly reduces or even elimi-
nates the demand for abortion.

Anyone who opposes abortion should
be an ardent supporter of family plan-
ning. The bill we will consider on this
rule proposes to reinstate the Mexico
City policy and deny critical family
planning funding to international orga-
nizations that reserve the right to pro-
vide abortions or abortion counseling
with their own funds.
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No one is suggesting that U.S. fund-
ing will go toward abortions in other
nations. We have had these prohibi-
tions against such use of U.S. funds in
place since 1973.

The bill proposes to restrict access to
family planning in order to reduce
abortions. If reduction is the goal, this
bill will be an utter failure because
studies have proved, time and time
again, that access to family planning
reduces abortion.

In Russia, where for decades abortion
was the primary form of birth control,
contraception first became widely
available in 1991. Between 1989 and 1995,
abortions in Russia dropped from 4.43
million a year to 2.7 million a year, a
60 percent decrease. That should be
compelling to anyone.

Why would anyone who wants to de-
crease abortions want to restrict ac-
cess to family planning? How can they
justify probably defunding organiza-
tions like the one in Russia? These sta-
tistics are repeated all over the world,
in South Korea, Chile, and Hungary.

Family planning has a wide range of
other benefits as well. By spacing
births, women and families can im-
prove infant survival and ensure that
they have the resources to support
their children. Spacing births at least 2
years apart could prevent an average of
one in four infant deaths.

Finally, someone must speak for the
millions of women around the world
who desperately want access to family
planning. Pregnancy and childbirth are
still a very risky proposition for
women in many parts of the globe that
often lack electricity, hot running
water, medical equipment, or trained
personnel.

In Africa, women have a 1-in-16
chance of death from pregnancy and
childbirth during their lifetime, and
over 585,000 women in this world die
every year from complications of preg-
nancy and birth. For each woman who
dies, 100 others suffer from associated
illnesses and permanent disabilities,
including sterility.

If we could meet just the existing de-
mands for family planning services, we
could reduce the number of maternal
deaths and injuries in the world by up
to 20 percent. Many of these are women
with families, who leave their children
motherless. We cannot, in conscience,
abandon them by cutting off what may
be their only access to birth control in-
formation.

This bill would impose personal be-
liefs on family planning organizations
throughout the world. How dare we,
blessed as we are with practically in-
formation overload, the best health
care system in the world, attempt to
deny the only source of information
services to families in the developing
world?

Who are we to dictate the terms
under which these groups provide es-
sential services across the globe? We
would be outraged, and rightly so, if
the legislative body of any nation had
the audacity to impose its will over or-
ganizations operating legally in our
country by dictating the terms under
which they would continue to receive
the financial support they need to op-
erate.

It is inhumane to restrict access to
family planning in areas where it is
desperately needed. We must not ex-
pose more women and families to the
risks associated with unintended preg-
nancies. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the rule and against the Smith
bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
from New York for her kindness and
her leadership and the gentlewoman
from California.

Although I did not want to rise to the
floor of the House today to say that
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this is one more vote on abortion, I
simply have to say that, because for 30
years the United States led an inter-
national effort to reduce the toll of ma-
ternal deaths and unwanted preg-
nancies by providing money and preg-
nancy assistance for family planning
throughout the international arena. It
did it quietly and effectively. This was
a vote for poor women across the Na-
tion.

Now we come to legislation and the
closed rule, which I rise to oppose, as
well as the actual resolution, that
would interfere with that quiet diplo-
macy helping women internationally
have the safety and security of being
able to protect themselves and their
children.

The National Council for Inter-
national Health estimates that cuts in
1996 family planning funds will result
in approximately 8,000 women dying
during pregnancy and childbirth and
134,000 infants dying from an increased
number of high-risk births.

Do my colleagues realize in this com-
ing year there will be an estimated 4
million unwanted pregnancies without
family planning that will result in 1.6
million abortions?

This is not a discussion or a vote on
abortion for those of us who believe in
family planning. It is for those who
constantly want to remind us that this
is a decisive issue. I ask them to con-
sider the poor women of this world,
those women who, unlike those in
America who also suffer sometimes
from lack of good services, cannot even
access the information to understand
how to protect their children that are
there with them and yet their unborn
children.

I would ask that we understand that
what we did just prior to this particu-
lar rule is the right way to go, to vote
for family planning, unscrambled,
unattacked, and ready to be presented,
as America has always done, in a kind
and loving way. Let us stand up for the
women across the world. Let us oppose
this rule and oppose the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I am providing for the
RECORD a copy of my complete state-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the rule
and to H.R. 581. I support release of the al-
ready appropriated international family plan-
ning funds at the earliest possible date.

Family planning helps to improve the health
and increase the survival rate of women and
children during pregnancy, in childbirth, and in
the years after. The National Council for Inter-
national Health estimates that cuts in 1996
family planning funds will result in approxi-
mately 8,000 women dying during pregnancy
and childbirth and 134,000 infants dying from
an increased number of high risk births.

Family planning allows parents to control
the number of children that they have and the
timing of those births. And in so doing it allows
women the opportunity to reach beyond the
walls of their homes, to get an education, and
to work outside of the family. A recent report
of the Rockefeller Foundation argued that de-
voting less time to bearing children, reducing
family size, and improving the health and sur-

vival of women and children results in better
economic prospects in developing countries.

Representative SMITH and his supporters
have attempted to mischaracterize this vote.
They have misguidedly tried to recast a vote
for international family planning as a vote for
abortion.

What Representative SMITH neglects to con-
sider is the fact that not a penny of these
funds will be spent to either perform or pro-
mote abortion. That is against the law.

What Representative SMITH does not realize
is that withholding these funds will reduce ac-
cess to contraception and in so doing increase
unintended and unwanted pregnancies. Expe-
rience demonstrates that as unintended preg-
nancies increase, so does the abortion rate.

The National Council for International Health
estimates that the reduced funding will result
in approximately 7 million couples in develop-
ing countries losing access to birth control
methods. They estimate that 4 million un-
wanted pregnancies will result and that this
could lead to as many as 1.6 million abortions.

What Representative SMITH does not dis-
cuss is the fact that withholding family plan-
ning funds, denies moneys to all countries
even those such as Trinidad and Tobago
where abortion is illegal.

My colleagues, this is not a vote on abor-
tion. This is a vote to provide more options
and opportunities for the people of developing
nations around the world.

Representative SMITH’s bill is not only ill ad-
vised, but it stands in violation of the spirit, if
not the letter, of the compromise on inter-
national family planning funds that my Repub-
lican colleagues made with President Clinton
last year.

For these reasons, I call upon each Member
to signal their support for the health and wel-
fare of women, children, and families in voting
for House Joint Resolution 36 and against
H.R. 581.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from New York, [Ms. VELAZQUEZ].

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to this rule and
this bill for one basic reason: It is
antiwoman and it is antifamily.

It is not enough for our women here
in the United States to be harassed and
intimidated and to have family clinics
bombed and burned; now we are consid-
ering restricting the human rights of
women in other countries to control
their bodies.

International family planning assist-
ance has been responsible for reducing
maternal deaths and unwanted preg-
nancies. Contrary to what antiabortion
forces tell you, these Federal funds
cannot be used to pay for abortions. If
we truly want to decrease abortions,
then we should release this assistance
now without restrictions.

Two hundred twenty-five million
women worldwide need family planning
services to allow them to make in-
formed decisions. We should be striving
to empower poor women around the
world, not denying families living in
poverty this survival assistance.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my good friend for
yielding me this time.

This is a vote on the rule to allow
H.R. 581 to be considered by the House.
This is legislation that would provide
additional monies beginning March 1
for family planning, and it would front-
load $385 million, metering, which is an
8-percent-per-month payout that is in
the current law, and would be contin-
ued even if the Clinton resolution is
adopted by the Senate. This gets rid of
metering completely. So all of the
money would be available.

Importantly, this legislation will
also provide important pro-life safe-
guards so that the entities and the or-
ganizations that we contribute to do
not continue their crusade with our
money in one pocket and their money
in the other pocket to bring down the
right-to-life laws in the various coun-
tries.

Let me again remind Members that
almost 100 countries around the world
protect their unborn babies from the
cruelty of abortion on demand. And let
me remind Members again, abortion
takes the life of a baby, whether it be
suction abortions or dismemberment,
where the babies’ arms and legs are
torn off. These are unpleasant realities,
but they are the reality of what abor-
tion does to unborn babies.

We have to make the world abortion
free, not provide free abortion. The
pro-abortion organizations, like the
International Planned Parenthood Fed-
eration, based in London, and others,
are absolutely vociferously committed
to providing abortion overseas on de-
mand. It is against the cultural values
and the moral values of these coun-
tries. That does not matter. Their own
literature is replete with admonish-
ments, and it pushes and promotes
their organizations to try to bring
down these laws regardless of what the
local populace thinks.

It is the ugly American all over again
when we are part of that, trying to im-
pose our cultural values upon these
particular people. Human rights ought
to be for the unborn and for all people.

It seems to me that birth is an event
that happens to all of us. It is not the
beginning of life. Human rights are in-
divisible. Life is a continuum. To say
that everyone after birth has human
rights and those before do not is con-
trary to reality and science. And again,
these organizations are trying to pro-
mote an antithetical view with regard
to human rights.

Let me also remind my colleagues
that the Organization of American
States has a human rights document
that recognizes the right to life from
the moment of conception. These orga-
nizations are working against that
basic human right, and I think we
should be very careful about to whom
we contribute.

This rule allows H.R. 581 to come up
for a vote. It is fair. Then we can have
our debate on the merits. I think that
is as it should be. Vote for the rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume to take a moment to respond
to the gentleman from New Jersey.
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Frankly, I think the cruelest form of

birth control is the fact that 600,000
women die in the world every year
from complications, not understanding
how to space their families. And it does
not happen to all of us, it happens to
the women in the world.

It is very important, if we want the
emerging world, the developing world,
to have a chance to be able to feed, to
take care, to provide health care for
their population. Part of that equation,
without any doubt, is the ability to
space and plan one’s family.

To take that essential right away
from the women of the world because
we may believe that some organiza-
tions do not always believe what we
think is the proper thing, we nonethe-
less know in this House that those or-
ganizations are prohibited from using
any of these funds for abortion infor-
mation or abortions.

What more can we say? Nobody has
accused them of going ahead and using
it. The fact of the matter is, what we
are trying to do is save lives. It is as
important as that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Maine, [Mr. BALDACCI].

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to the
closed rule we are considering that
would provide for consideration of H.R.
581 introduced by the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

I believe that consideration of this
legislation breaks the agreement that
was reached between the President and
Congress last year with respect to
international family planning.

That agreement provided for a clean
up or down vote on release of funds be-
ginning on March 1 if President Clinton
notified Congress that the delay in re-
leasing the funds was having a negative
impact on international family plan-
ning funds.

The agreement has resulted in a
nearly 5-month delay in the release of
international family planning funds
and, as President Clinton has deter-
mined, has had a detrimental effect
around the world.

The legislation introduced by the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] continues to draw a mistaken
connection between international fam-
ily planning and abortion.

As we have already heard countless
times on this floor today, current U.S.
law prohibits use of any U.S. funds to
pay for an abortion in international
family planning. Regular independent
audits of USAID have found absolutely
no evidence that a single penny of U.S.
money has ever been misused.

The only way to reduce the number
of abortions around the world is to re-
duce the number of unintended and un-
wanted pregnancies. The best way to
do that is to continue to fund vol-
untary family planning initiatives
worldwide.

One study has shown that the reduc-
tion in funds for international family
planning for fiscal year 1995 to fiscal
year 1997 will deny 7 million couples in

developing countries access to modern
contraceptive methods. This will result
in 4 million unintended pregnancies.
Based on historic patterns, this will
lead to almost 2 million more un-
planned births and 1.6 million more
abortions than would have occurred al-
ready.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose the rule and vote against H.R.
581.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to say
that certainly we do not want to get
the rule mixed up with the controversy
of the debate.

This is a good rule to bring the de-
bate forward, and I would hope we
would all support this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Florida
[Mr. WELDON], my colleague and friend.
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Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time, and I rise in support of
the rule and in support of the legisla-
tion introduced by the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. Speaker, I think there has been a
certain amount of confusion introduced
regarding the real debate that we are
discussing here. The legislation of the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] actually increases the amount
of money for family planning and
makes it available earlier. It simply
places some restrictions in there that
are consistent with the Mexico City re-
strictions, restrictions that do not
allow organizations that actively pro-
mote abortion services to have access
to the funds.

One of the organizations that the
President of the United States would
like to distribute this money to, the
International Planned Parenthood Fed-
eration, has a Vision 2000 document
that they have made available, and I do
not know if my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have read this thing,
but not only do they want to promote
the availability of abortion services,
they actually want to work to advo-
cate the overturning of existing law in
these countries that do not make abor-
tion available.

I do not think it is wise use of the
U.S. taxpayers’ dollars to take tax-
payers’ money to go and give it to an
organization that is going to essen-
tially lobby to have abortion laws over-
turned in foreign countries. I have peo-
ple in my district who have trouble
making ends meet. I have people in my
district who have no health insurance.
We shouldn’t be taking their tax dol-
lars and giving it to an organization
that is pursuing this kind of an agenda.

So we have a very reasonable rule
here and a very reasonable bill that it
supports, that says you can have even
more family planning money but we
are just not going to give it to these
certain groups that pursue this certain
radical, left-wing, pro-abortion agenda.

Mr. Speaker, I highly encourage all
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle

to support the rule and to support the
legislation.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to this rule.
The need for family planning services
in developing countries is urgent and
the aid we provide is both valuable and
worthwhile.

Our international family planning
programs promote economic and social
development, improve basic standards
of health and actually reduce the num-
ber of abortions worldwide. Neverthe-
less, securing funding for these critical
programs continues to be a battle. In
an effort to resolve this issue and pass
the omnibus appropriations bill last
year, the White House and the Repub-
lican leadership reached an agreement
to hold a clean vote this month on the
resolution that we just passed, fortu-
nately.

We agreed to release these funds 5
months into the fiscal year instead of 9
months. Alternate legislation was
never a part of this agreement. We
never agreed to give opponents of fam-
ily planning one last opportunity to
gut these programs. But if H.R. 581 is
considered by the House today, that is
exactly what will happen. Allowing
consideration of this bill will raise se-
rious concerns about our ability to ne-
gotiate in good faith during this year’s
budget process.

That is really the key. An agreement
was made. Promises made should be
promises kept. In the spirit of biparti-
sanship, I urge Members to defeat this
rule.

The restrictions on population funds
in H.R. 581 are not new to us. We have
faced these program gutting provisions
several times before and we will un-
doubtedly face them again.

Today’s vote should be the one vote
we just took on the resolution and that
one only. Anything else is a deal break-
er. Again, promises made should be
promises kept. In the spirit of biparti-
sanship, I urge Members to defeat this
rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I would like to take just a minute if
I could to say that if I had my druth-
ers, this bill would not go forward. This
is an unreported bill and a closed rule,
and I find that fairly egregious, par-
ticularly given the fact that we have
just voted to support the President’s
privileged resolution.

However, we will not be calling for a
vote. I simply want to voice my objec-
tion to the process by which this has
happened. We are just beginning this
process, and we hope we will not see it
again.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to
point out that the reason we are here is
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because of deliberative democracy, a
representative form of government
that we have. I think that indeed in-
stead of breaking promises, we are liv-
ing up to promises here, promises to all
parties who are interested in the full
measure of this debate.

It is remembered, of course, that the
previous item that we dealt with, that
was brought forward earlier today, was
unamendable, it was closed, and to
round out this issue it was necessary to
come forward with a second piece of
legislation. This rule I think does it in
a way that is entirely fair, and I be-
lieve it is in the best interests of delib-
erative democracy that we do this. I
would also point out that there is a
motion to recommit attached to it, so
we have given an extra measure of fair-
ness, we believe.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.

Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution
46, I call up the bill (H.R. 581) to amend
Public Law 104–208 to provide that the
President may make funds appro-
priated for population planning and
other population assistance available
on March 1, 1997, subject to restrictions
on assistance to foreign organizations
that perform or actively promote abor-
tions, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The text of H.R. 581 is as follows:

H.R. 581
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Family Planning Facilitation and Abor-
tion Funding Restriction Act of 1997’’.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 104–208.—
Section 518A of subsection 101(c) of Public
Law 104–208 is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by deleting, ‘‘July 1,
1997’’ and inserting ‘‘March 1, 1997’’;

(2) in subsection (c), by deleting ‘‘Such
funds may be apportioned only on a monthly
basis, and such monthly apportionments
may not exceed 8 percent of the total avail-
able for such activities.’’ and inserting ‘‘Sub-
jects to the provision of subsection (b), such
funds may be made available in such
amounts as the President shall determine to
be most conducive to the proper functioning
of the population planning program.’’; and

(3) by adding the following new subsection:
‘‘(f) RESTRICTION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOR-

EIGN ORGANIZATIONS THAT PERFORM OR AC-
TIVELY PROMOTE ABORTIONS.—

‘‘(1) PERFORMANCE OF ABORTIONS.—
‘‘(A) Notwithstanding any provision of law,

no funds appropriated for population plan-
ning activities or other population assist-
ance may be made available for any foreign
private, nongovernmental, or multilateral
organization until the organization certifies
that it will not, during the period for which
the funds are made available, perform abor-
tions in any foreign country, except where
the life of the mother would be endangered if
the pregnancy were carried to term or in
cases of forcible rape or incest.

‘‘(B) Paragraph (a) may not be construed
to apply to the treatment of injuries or ill-
nesses caused by legal or illegal abortions or
to assistance provided directly to the gov-
ernment of a country.

‘‘(2) LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.—
‘‘(A) Notwithstanding any provisions of

law, no funds appropriated for population
planning activities or other population as-
sistance may be made available for any for-
eign private, nongovernmental, or multilat-
eral organization until the organization cer-
tifies that it will not, during the period for
which the funds are made available, violate
the laws of any foreign country concerning
the circumstances under which abortion is
permitted, regulated, or prohibited, or en-
gage in any activity or effort to alter the
laws or governmental policies of any foreign
country concerning the circumstances under
which is permitted, regulated, or prohibited.

‘‘(B) Paragraph (a) shall not apply to ac-
tivities in opposition to coercive abortion or
involuntary sterilization.

‘‘(3) The prohibitions of this subsection
apply to funds made available to a foreign
organization either directly or as a sub-
contractor or subgrantee, and the required
certifications apply to activities in which
the organization engages either directly or
through a subcontractor or subgrantee.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 46, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. SMITH] and a Member opposed
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, during the last session
of Congress, the House voted six times
to restrict aid to foreign organizations
that perform or promote abortions
overseas. We also voted to restrict aid
to the U.N. Population Fund unless the
UNFPA, the U.N. Population Fund,
ended its participation in the forced
abortion program in the People’s Re-
public of China.

Mr. Speaker, there is evidence, I
think, looking at today’s vote and
talking to a large number of Members,
that there still are a large number of
Members who are still committed to
the sanctity and preciousness of human
life and said that they would vote yes—
yes.

I happen to disagree that that was
the way to go, but we now have H.R.
581 on the floor and there is an oppor-
tunity to manifest ourselves and put
on the record very clearly and unam-
biguously that we want to release the
funds for family planning, we want to
release the $385 million that otherwise
would wait until July 1, but we want to
do it with principle. We want to make
sure that the money only goes to those
organizations that will erect a wall of
separation between family planning,
which is preventive, and abortion,
which takes the life of a baby.

Mr. Speaker, I think more and more
Members in the partial birth abortion
debate that we had last year began
what I truly believe to be an awaken-
ing about the gruesomeness of abor-
tion. Abortion takes the life of a baby,
whether it be dismemberment of an un-

born child’s body or chemical poisoning
by way of injection or the suction ma-
chines which decimate the infant, abor-
tion is violence. It kills babies. Wheth-
er it be illegal or legal abortions, the
net effect on the child is always the
same, one dead baby.

I think our aim in Congress and our
aim in humanitarian efforts ought to
be to eradicate abortion, to make the
world abortion free. Family planning
certainly plays a part in that. That is
why my legislation and Mr. OBERSTAR’s
legislation and Mr. HYDE’s legislation,
H.R. 581, makes it very clear that we
front-load the family planning money.

There is no waiting for it. The Clin-
ton administration can have every
dime, $385 million, and that is a lot of
money, to be used for family planning
on March 1. The President will actually
get more in our legislation, not more
in the cycle of the appropriations, but
more quicker as a result of this legisla-
tion if he accepts this rather than the
resolution just passed.

What is the Mexico City policy? Just
let me remind my colleagues that yes,
there is such an amendment known as
the Helms amendment. It says that we
will not directly fund abortion over-
seas. But we found in the early 1980’s,
and I have been here for 17 years, I
would remind my colleagues, we found
in the early 1980’s that that law was
not preventing the promotion and per-
formance overseas of abortion by these
international organizations. They very
simply took our money which we were
providing, put it in one pocket, pro-
vided an accounting saying that if they
did not spend it, then it freed up
megadollars in their other pocket to be
used for the performance of abortion.

Paper and accounting tricks does
not, if you are talking about human
life being destroyed, really does not cut
it. We are fooling ourselves if we think
we are mitigating the promotion of
abortion with this approach. It has not
worked. It is only half a loaf. We need,
if we are serious about making the
world abortion free and not promoting
abortion, take that other step and rees-
tablish the Mexico City policy.

In sum, what the Mexico City policy
will do is say we will not contribute to
those organizations that perform abor-
tion except in cases of rape, incest, and
life of the mother. It also says that we
will not provide moneys to those orga-
nizations that lobby for or against
abortion. It is abortion neutral in that
regard.

If you are doing family planning, you
should not also be wearing that other
hat of being the abortionist organiza-
tion in that given country. This is
very, very significant, Mr. Chairman,
in light of what these groups are actu-
ally doing on the ground day in and
day out.

In the last debate I pointed out that
there is a document, and this is one of
many, but this document in particular
is the abortion manifesto of the family
planning groups. It is called Vision
2000: A Strategic Plan. This Vision 2000,
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adopted in 1992 and agreed to by the 140
Planned Parenthood affiliates around
the world, states, and I quote, and it
says it throughout the document but
this is one direct quote: The IPPF will
‘‘bring pressure on governments and
campaign for policy and legislative
change to remove restrictions against
abortions.’’

This is the abortion lobby in the de-
veloping world. We ought to be very
careful about to whom we contribute if
that is what they are doing, if we care
about abortion promotion. If we do not
care about it, if we think that is fine
and dandy, then you should not be for
our bill but if you do care about abor-
tion promotion, look at the con-
sequences, giving money to these orga-
nizations means that, yes, they provide
family planning, but they also promote
abortion very, very aggressively.

Let me also point out that this par-
ticular policy known as the Mexico
City policy, where did it gets its name,
at a conference on population at Mex-
ico City in 1984, has worked, and
worked extremely well. During the 9
years that it was in operation, more
than 350 family planning organizations
and providers accepted the Mexico City
clauses and said that they would divest
themselves of abortion and be exclu-
sively family planners.

That is what we are all about here,
honesty, transparency, no hidden agen-
das. If family planning is your game,
that is what you get the money for,
that is what your organization should
be all about. But these organizations
like to fudge that line of demarkation
and say that abortion is just family
planning after a conception has oc-
curred and they try again to make no
distinction, or very little distinction,
between the two.

I urge Members, because this will be
the beginning of a long fight in the
105th Congress on this. Yes, the Clinton
resolution passed today. That will not
be the end of it, I can assure you. We
will be back on the authorizing bills,
we will be back on the appropriations
bills when the fiscal 1998 and the 1999
funds come up, and again we are going
to continue with this 1997 effort as
well. I hope that by the end of this
Congress, every Member of this Cham-
ber whether they are pro-abortion or
pro-life will be fully aware of what
these organizations are doing.

The Trojan horse is this. They say
they are all about family planning,
they get into the country, they start
networking, their real agenda is abor-
tion. They say it in Vision 2000. I urge
Members to become acquainted with it
intimately so that they know to whom
we are giving. They are acting as sur-
rogates for the Clinton administration
in bringing down the right-to-life laws.

We need to stand up for those inno-
cent children in these developing coun-
tries, provide humanitarian aid. And I
take a back seat to no one on providing
child survival aid and all kinds of other
aid. I offered the amendments in the
mid-1980’s to provide money for immu-

nizations, oral dehydration, and other
kinds of helps. That is what it is all
about. Family planning is a part of
that, but not when it is linked with
abortion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms. PELOSI]
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the bill but with the highest respect for
the maker of the legislation. I want to
reiterate what I said earlier on the de-
bate on the privileged resolution, that
I have the highest regard for the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH],
and he is quite correct. He takes a back
seat to no one on child survival issues
in this Congress.
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In fact he and the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HALL] have been the cham-
pions for poor children throughout the
world. On this issue, though, of wheth-
er the Mexico City language should
apply to international family planning,
I respectfully disagree with him, and I
emphasize the word ‘‘respectfully.’’

With that, Mr. Speaker, I will take
some time later to make my remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California [Ms. WA-
TERS], the chair of the Congressional
Black Caucus, and the fact is that Ms.
MAXINE WATERS is a great leader on
these international family planning is-
sues.

Ms. WATERS. I thank the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI] for
yielding time to me on this very impor-
tant issue.

Mr. Speaker, today I rise in strong
opposition to H.R. 581.

This bill would reinstate a gag rule
on foreign organizations that receive
U.S. family planning funds. It would
forbid them from discussing abortion
with women even if the procedure is
legal in their own country and if the
organization uses its own money, not
U.S. funds, to provide counseling.

If this bill were to pass, countries
which immensely benefit from U.S.
planning aid, such as India, Bolivia,
Jordan, and South Africa, where abor-
tion is legal, by the way, could be dis-
qualified from obtaining U.S. funds for
contraceptives simply for complying
with their own country’s law on abor-
tion.

Thus, an Indian or South African
woman seeking advice on family plan-
ning would not be told of all of her op-
tions.

This is unacceptable.
Further, there is no evidence that

the so-called Mexico City policy has
decreased abortion at all.

The real issue at stake here is mater-
nal and child health. If the United
States continues to decrease inter-
national family planning funding,

money which has been slashed and
whose disbursement has been delayed,
we will be hurting millions of men and
women who seek or rely on modern
contraception to delay or postpone
childbirth. We are punishing respon-
sible people.

In funding year 1996, funds were effec-
tively cut by 85 percent, and this is at
a time when, internationally, 1 in 6
women of reproductive age are still in
need of contraception to postpone or
avoid future childbearing. Almost
600,000 women die during pregnancy
and childbirth each year; 75 percent of
these women die from attempting to
abort an unwanted pregnancy them-
selves.

That is why family planning is so
crucial. It saves lives.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to stop
pretending that restricting discussion
on abortion will stop it altogether. We
need to continue to work with people
to prevent unwanted and unsafe preg-
nancies in the first place.

I ask my colleagues to please reject
the Smith bill.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the Smith resolu-
tion.

The Mexico City restrictions which
this bill would impose will have a dev-
astating impact on international fam-
ily planning services throughout the
world.

Here we go again. Every time we dis-
cuss international family planning, Mr.
SMITH offers these restrictions. I cer-
tainly respect his views, and we have
worked on many other issues together;
however, his insistence on imposing
these restrictions held up the foreign
operations appropriations bill last year
and could derail our efforts to get life-
saving family planning money released
this year.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] claims this resolution is not
antifamily planning, just antiabortion.
That just does not make sense. Cur-
rently no U.S. dollars are spent on
abortion services overseas. In fact it
has been illegal since 1973. These re-
strictions are stringently enforced by
USAID.

In addition, as has been stated today
on this floor time and time again, fam-
ily planning services reduce the num-
ber of abortions worldwide. The Smith
resolution will not stop abortions. It
will only increase them.

One of the most important forms of
aid that we provide to other countries
is family planning assistance. We have
heard countless stories today about the
critical work done throughout the
world by international family planning
programs. These programs improve the
health and well-being of men, women
and children, they strengthen the econ-
omy, protect the environment, enhance
the quality of life in developing na-
tions, and most importantly save lives.

The Smith resolution is dangerous
and extreme. It would defund family
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planning organizations that perform
legal abortions with their own money,
not United States money. It would also
impose a gag rule on U.S. based organi-
zations and nongovernmental organiza-
tions that provide U.S. family planning
overseas.

I would like to explain that to my
colleagues. Doctors from USAID have
told me personally about the horribly
chilling effect of the gag rule. They
have interviewed doctors in small vil-
lages who turned away women from
botched illegal abortions bleeding to
death, and they were afraid to refer
this woman. They did so because they
feared losing their U.S. funding if they
helped the women or even gave her the
name of another doctor.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
Smith resolution. It is an extreme
piece of legislation that no matter how
it is disguised, it is ultimately in-
tended to end U.S. family planning
overseas.

A vote for the Smith resolution is a
vote against sensible, cost effective
family planning programs. My col-
leagues, it is a vote against lifesaving
services.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume

Mr. Speaker, just let me remind
Members that, when Mr. Clinton sent
up his 1994 rewrite of the Foreign As-
sistance Act, he intended and it was in
the bill to absolutely repeal the Helms
amendment so that direct funding
would be used to pay for abortions
overseas. So the administration on nu-
merous occasions has signaled that
they are every bit in favor of promot-
ing abortion overseas.

As I said earlier in debate when they
failed in that effort, we did not do plan
2, and that was to enlist the support of
surrogates, namely groups like Inter-
national Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion, based in London, and others to
promote abortion for that under this
subterfuge of saying that it is not our
money. Well, we are giving to a group
that is again promoting aggressively
the abortion on demand.

And just to show how far down it
gets, we recently came across a manual
that was put out in the Dominican Re-
public by the affiliate of the IPPF,
which is based in London, and it said
this. It is called the Sex Education
Manual, and the chapter on abortion
makes it clear to the teachers at the
end of the lesson that the students
should, quote, become aware of the
need to change the Dominican Repub-
lic’s legislation on abortion.

So not only do they lobby legislators
and governments and health officials
again, and we empowered this group to
be the bully on the block, but they also
get into the schools and try to indoc-
trinate these children to bring down
their right-to-life laws, and this is
being replicated in every one of these
countries.

Mr. Speaker, I have a copy of the
manual if anybody wants to see it.

Let me also point out and use this
chart to do so that the legislation that
is pending before the House will pro-
vide more family planning money than
the resolution just passed, not more
over the cycle of an appropriations, but
more up front. And that is very impor-
tant. The Clinton finding earlier this
month essentially said that, if the
money does not come now, it is money
denied, and that means terrible things
will happen.

Mr. Speaker, if that be true, then the
more up front the better. Our legisla-
tion, the Smith-Oberstar bill, provides
$410 million in fiscal year 1997 for fam-
ily planning. Three hundred and
eighty-five is for the family planning
account, 25 for the United Nations Pop-
ulation Fund. The administration’s re-
quest, 240 in fiscal year 1997. So we
push out the door with our legislation
more money for family planning. It is
in the bill.

Please, I urge Members and friends
just to read it.

The previous speaker said that the
intent of what we are trying to do is to
defund family planning. Nothing could
be further from the truth. The plain
language of the bill makes it clear we
are putting more money, not less.

The argument was made back in 1984;
I will never forget it, when the Mexico
City policy was first put into effect,
that the nongovernmental organiza-
tions, the NGO’s, would never accept
it. Well, friends, 350 and upward of 380
family planning organizations signed
on the dotted line and said they would
divest themselves from abortion and
just do family planning. Only the
International Planned Parenthood Fed-
eration of London and only Planned
Parenthood Federation of America
stood out and said we are so commit-
ted, so obsessed with promotion abor-
tion overseas that we would loose the
money rather than take the money and
divest themselves of abortion.

So this will be a vote on abortion
today. It is pro-family planning, and it
is indeed both pro-life and pro-family
planning.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER].

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
oppose this bill, which would seriously
harm our international family plan-
ning programs. I strongly support fam-
ily planning. I voted for the previous
resolution that will release the funds
for family planning without condition
because I believe that these funds will
improve women’s health, reduce pov-
erty, and protect our global environ-
ment. But I will not vote for this bill.

The supporters of this bill claim that
our family planning efforts increase
the number of abortions. This is simply
not true. By law and by practice, U.S.
funds cannot be used to provide abor-

tion services either in the United
States or abroad. AID has implemented
procedures that carefully monitor the
spending of these funds, and independ-
ent audits confirm that not $1 of U.S.
funds is used to perform abortions.

I disagree personally with this pol-
icy, but it is the policy and the law
nonetheless.

The real problem with this bill is
that, by saying to clinics that they
may not use other funds to perform
abortions, it will force many health
clinics which will not accept such con-
ditions to close for lack of funding.
These closed clinics will no longer help
women receive prenatal care, will no
longer prevent more women from dying
during childbirth, will no longer help
prevent unintended pregnancies and
therefore will no longer help reduce the
number of abortions. The number of
abortions will increase, not decrease, if
this bill were to pass.

So if my colleagues support family
planning and want these clinics to re-
main open, then they must oppose this
completely unnecessary bill and vote
against it.

This bill is really about family plan-
ning, about closing family planning
clinics and not about preventing the
use of Federal funds from being spent
on abortions, which is already against
the law, which does not happen. This is
an unnecessary, pernicious, and harm-
ful bill that will simply result in more
unwanted pregnancies, more fatalities
among women, and more abortions.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
come forward today to express my
strong support for a bipartisan alter-
native to President Clinton’s resolu-
tion. The President’s resolution will re-
lease an additional $123 million for pop-
ulation control programs for fiscal
year 1997 without any pro-life safe-
guards, and that is what our debate is
all about. We need pro-life safeguards.

My colleagues, we object to giving
the administration more money to
spend this year unless the White House
agrees to ensure that these family
planning funds will not support organi-
zations which perform or promote
abortion.

Mr. Speaker, abortion should not and
need not be interjected into the popu-
lation assistance program as the Clin-
ton administration has done. The
President’s resolution does not in-
crease funding for international family
planning. Rather, what it does is per-
mit the U.S. Agency for International
Development to begin spending certain
appropriated funds for population con-
trol at a date earlier than was estab-
lished by law last fall. This will result
in the promotion and performance of
abortion overseas.

b 1400
I urge my colleagues to support the

Smith bill, which will provide inter-
national family planning funds with
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pro-life safeguards. The Smith bill will
increase U.S. spending for inter-
national family planning programs in
1997, which is what we all want, by
nearly $300 million, bringing the total
1997 spending on these programs to $713
million. It will ensure that foreign non-
governmental organizations receiving
U.S. funds are not performing or pro-
moting abortions in developing coun-
tries, except in cases of rape, incest, or
the eminent endangerment of the
mother’s life.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot be fooled, and
none of us can be fooled, by the false
claims of many international popu-
lation groups who state that this is not
an abortion issue. It is.

We must be firm and stipulate that
no population funds will go to foreign,
nongovernmental organizations that,
No. 1, perform abortions except in the
case of rape, incest, or the imminent
endangerment of the mother’s physical
health; No. 2, violate the laws of any
foreign country with respect to abor-
tion; No. 3, engage in any activity or
effort to alter the laws or govern-
mental policies of any foreign country
with respect to abortion.

My position on abortion has been clear and
consistent. I oppose it, except in certain very
specific cases. The White House privileged
resolution will debase the whole medical pro-
fession, it debases our system of law, and in-
deed it debases our very notion of the concept
of life.

Our system of laws, our American heritage,
is based on the idea that people have certain
God-given rights. Those rights are life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness.

Those rights existed before laws were es-
tablished. In fact, it is because those rights ex-
isted that laws were established in order to
protect those rights.

First and foremost among those rights is the
right to life.

As lawmakers we have a responsibility to
protect the lives of our citizens, in this case,
the very youngest, most vulnerable of Amer-
ican citizens. We must also protect those sa-
cred lives in foreign countries where we are
having a direct impact on their international
family planning programs.

I urge my colleagues to do the right thing.
I urge my colleagues to stand against this hid-
eous, repugnant practice.

If President Clinton believes, as he says,
that abortion should not be promoted as family
planning and that international family planning
programs need more funding this year, he
should abandon the rigid stance he has taken
in negotiations to date and accept the terms
by Congress.

Let us stand up for a good principle and
support additional international family planning
dollars which will go to organizations which
will not perform or promote abortion as a
method of family planning.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CAPPS], a Member of the fresh-
man class.

Mr. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI] for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I come to the United
States as a former teacher of religion,

and I want to speak plainly about H.R.
581. Religious people representing a va-
riety of traditions and denominations
have very strong feelings on this sub-
ject. They know that the number of un-
wanted pregnancies is too high. They
also know that the estimated 25 billion
unsafe and illegal abortions annually is
a moral issue that must be addressed.
Therefore, there is a strong consensus
that there should be voluntary access
to family planning services. The evi-
dence confirms that family planning
prevents unwanted pregnancies.

Mr. Speaker, people of faith affirm
that human life, human reproduction
are intended by God to be a blessing for
the world. Responsible stewardship of
human reproduction dictates that each
child is a blessing for that child, his or
her family and the world. Giving people
the tools to take responsibility for
their own reproductive health is vital
to achieving this goal.

H.R. 581 will devastate these pro-
grams. This bill will severely inhibit
comprehensive reproductive health
services by shutting down many for-
eign NGO’s that provide these services.
Because of this the Mexico City-H.R.
581 restrictions will result in more
abortions around the world, not fewer.

This bill also runs contrary to a fun-
damental sense of stewardship. As re-
tired Senator Mark Hatfield from Or-
egon said, I quote, ‘‘Anti-abortion
speech will not reduce the number of
unintended pregnancies as swiftly or as
surely as our support for voluntary
family planning.’’

Fully supporting international fam-
ily planning programs is one of the
most humane, moral, and ethical posi-
tions that we as a Nation can take. I
vote ‘‘no’’ on H.R. 581.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. ADERHOLT].

(Mr. ADERHOLT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 581, a bill that
would literally save the lives of count-
less children throughout the world. I
commend my colleague from New Jer-
sey [Mr. SMITH] for introducing this
important bill which would prevent
international family planning funds
from being used for abortion.

I want to make this point very clear.
Abortion is not family planning. I have
heard many of my colleagues say that
this debate is not about abortion, but
rather about saving lives. How ironic.
We have heard many say that this
funding for family planning is essen-
tial. Congressman SMITH’s bill allows
even more funding for family planning,
so long as the funds are not used to
promote abortion.

The question we will vote on in a few
minutes is quite simply whether you
oppose taxpayers’ funds being used to
promote abortion in foreign countries
or whether you oppose it, pure and sim-
ple. I am proud to stand today with
those who oppose it and to support life.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the Smith bill.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. SHERMAN], also a Member of
the freshman class.

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, my
predecessor, Congressman Tony Beilen-
son, served here for 20 years, and was
one of the leading advocates of inter-
national family planning. In recogni-
tion of his legacy, my first speech on
this floor is again in favor of inter-
national family planning, and in oppo-
sition to unwarranted restrictions on
family planning that would be imposed
by this proposal.

International family planning brings
together so many things that both I
and many of my colleagues, and I think
the vast majority of those in my dis-
trict, care about. We care about the en-
vironment, and unless we do something
to control the international population
explosion, virtually all of our other en-
vironmental controls will simply be
like taking a few buckets out of the
ocean. We care about the dignity of
women. Women in Third World coun-
tries acquire additional status, dignity
and rights when they gain control of
their own bodies and are afforded a full
range of reproductive freedom.

The other side has made this a debate
on the choice issue. I do not think that
it is. But to the extent that a no vote
is an opportunity to say that we be-
lieve in a woman’s right to choose, we
have another good reason to vote
lgainst this proposal.

This vote is a chance for us to stand
for peace and development in the Third
World, which can occur only if we deal
with the population explosion which so
tragically affects so many underdevel-
oped countries. It is a chance for us to
deal with the illegal immigration prob-
lem. With our support, Mexico has been
able to cut its population growth rate
by over one-third through effective
international family planning assist-
ance. We need to continue that effort.

Finally, it is important that this
Government operate as efficiently as
possible. We need to contract with the
international family planning agencies
that are most effected. We should not
impose some sort of political correct-
ness test and say that we will not con-
tract with this agency or that agency,
and end up instead going to a less effec-
tive family planning organization.

So whether it is control of illegal im-
migration, enhancing our environment,
working toward government efficiency,
defending a woman’s right to choose,
promoting the dignity of women, or
seeking peace and prosperity for the
underdeveloped portion of the world, a
vote against this alternative is called
for.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. WATTS].
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Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-

er, I rise in support of H.R. 581, and I
congratulate the sponsors, and espe-
cially the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH], for leading the effort on
this bill, for presenting us with a re-
sponsible and viable alternative to
House Joint Resolution 36.

H.R. 581 allows AID to begin spending
international family planning funds on
March 1, and the bill deletes the re-
striction which releases these funds
only on a monthly basis. Proponents of
the previous bill would certainly sup-
port those provisions.

So the debate is on the reinstatement
of the Mexico City policy that this bill
mandates. The Mexico City language is
straightforward, and I quote: ‘‘No funds
appropriated for population planning
activities may be made available for
any foreign, private, nongovernmental
or multilateral organization until the
organization certifies it will not per-
form abortions in any foreign country
except where the life of the mother
would be endangered or in cases of forc-
ible rape or incest.’’

From 1985 to 1993, this language pro-
tected the American taxpayer from
having their tax payments spent on
abortion. For 8 years this language as-
sured our great Nation would not di-
rectly or indirectly support or promote
abortion as a method of family plan-
ning throughout the world. With all of
the world’s great crying needs, we
should not be spending our scarce for-
eign aid dollars to subsidize and pro-
mote abortions.

The world looks to America for
moral leadership. The world looks to
America for justice for the weak and
the disenfranchised. We should respond
to this call for leadership, not by pro-
moting abortion in the poorest nations
of the world, but by helping them de-
velop the economic and political infra-
structure that encourages development
and progress. Abortion does neither.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on
H.R. 581.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON].

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote
against the Smith legislation. Since
1973, no U.S. dollars for international
family planning programs have been
used for abortions. Not one. And it is
not true that the Smith amendment
will not impact women seeking family
planning services, although the money
provided is the same in both resolu-
tions. Cutting off certain clinics be-
cause of how they use their own money
does impact women.

In rural parts of the world it is not
like Washington. There is only one
health clinic. There is only one choice.
Women there are lucky to have in fact
one health clinic providing family
planning services. They do not have a
choice of clinics.

This vote is not about abortion, it is
about family planning. By any meas-
ure, increased access to family plan-
ning decreases the number of abor-
tions. The use of effective contracep-
tion has increased markedly through-
out the world in the last 30 years. The
percentage of couples in developing na-
tions using family planning has in-
creased from 10 to 50 percent, but we
still have a long way to go. Nearly 230
million women worldwide, roughly one
in six of reproductive age, are still in
need of modern contraceptive methods
in order to plan their families.

As the 20th century draws to a close,
by the year 2000, some 800 million peo-
ple, one-seventh of the world’s popu-
lation, will be teenagers in 4 years.
While this reflects the incredible
achievement of cutting down child
mortality by half since 1950, it also has
enormous implications for future popu-
lation growth.

The U.N. predicts that in the next 50
years, world population, in just 50
years, will grow by 3.6 billion, the cur-
rent population of Asia. Providing
women with the power to control the
number of children they have and to
space them apart is good for women
and children and for our world, and I
urge opposition to the Smith amend-
ment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. KELLY].

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to the Smith reso-
lution, H.R. 581, which would reinstate
the so-called Mexico City policy. I find
the restrictive resolution to be super-
fluous.

We all know that in the 1973 Helms
amendment, which prohibits any U.S.
funds for abortion in international
family planning, it is part of the per-
manent foreign aid statute. Further-
more, there is no evidence that any re-
cipient of the U.S. funds has ever vio-
lated the terms of this Helms amend-
ment.

This unnecessary layering of already
restrictive law can only work to harm
women and children worldwide by de-
nying them the various health services
provided by international family plan-
ning organizations.

The effects of the Mexico City policy
are far-reaching and negative. Accord-
ing to UNICEF, every year 600,000
women die of pregnancy-related causes;
75,000 of these deaths are associated
with self-induced, unsafe abortion. Is
this the result we want?

In addition, the Mexico City policy
serves as a threat, a gag order, that re-
sults in failure to assist women in
need. For example, if a woman is suf-
fering from a life threatening infection
that is the consequence of a self-in-
duced abortion, members of an inter-
national family planning organization
might fear that treating such a woman
would result in loss of funds. Is this the
result we want?

To say that family planning is abor-
tion is to trivialize a complex and crit-

ical issue. Family planning is prenatal
care. Family planning is child nutri-
tion. Family planning is followup and
preventive care, and the education pro-
vided by family planning is often what
enables children to survive their first
year and what enables women to sur-
vive their pregnancy.
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Do not impose this gag order. Pro-
vide the world with family planning
education that works to eliminate the
need for abortion. Let us defeat the
Smith resolution.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida [Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN], chairman of the Sub-
committee on International Economic
Policy and Trade of the Committee on
International Relations.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
the Clinton administration keeps tell-
ing us that we do not need to worry
about how many hundreds of millions
of dollars go to organizations that per-
form abortion overseas or that lobby
for pro-abortion laws, because we al-
ready have laws on the books that for-
bid these organizations from using the
actual U.S. taxpayer dollars to pay for
the abortions or for the pro-abortion
lobbying.

But this simply ignores the fact that
money is fungible. When we give these
pro-abortion organizations $1 million,
we instantly free up other money that
they are free to use for whatever they
want, including more abortions and
more abortion lobbying. None of us
would run our personal lives the way
the Clinton administration wants us to
run our government.

If one of us had a friend who was
doing something of which we deeply
disapproved, perhaps this friend had a
drug habit, and asked us to give or lend
him $100 a month to buy drugs, of
course, we would have to refuse. But
then suppose that friend said, all right,
I understand that you disapprove of
drugs, but suppose you give me $100 a
month to help pay my rent. I promise
not to use your $100 for the drugs. I will
apply your $100 toward my rent, and
that will free up my $100 to buy drugs.
We would still have to refuse, of
course, because we would know that by
giving the $100 we would be enabling
and empowering the friend to buy
drugs.

Mr. Speaker, this is exactly the same
way that the groups that perform and
promote abortions go about their ways.
If we give them an extra $123 million
and they remain in the abortion busi-
ness, it does not make any difference
whether they give us a piece of paper
that says ‘‘We used your money to buy
contraceptives and our money to per-
form abortions.’’ By subsidizing and
enabling and empowering these groups,
we subsidize, empower, and enable all
of their activities, including abortions.

The Clinton administration is, in ef-
fect, urging Congress to spend U.S. tax-
payers’ money and not worry too much
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about the consequences. But we cannot
ignore the way the world works. I urge
my colleagues to support the Smith
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I just want to make one point. In the
earlier debate it was pointed out that
World Vision wants to release these
funds. I think it should be made very
clear, World Vision is a group that I
strongly support. They are into helping
to alleviate suffering brought about by
famine.

Let me read a letter dated February
7 from the president of World Vision,
and it reads as follows: ‘‘Our organiza-
tion supports the release of funds with
the so-called Mexico City policy, which
prevents U.S. Government funding
from subsidizing foreign organizations
which perform or promote abortion as
a method of family planning, and lob-
bying to ease or diminish anti-abortion
laws—either in the United States or in
foreign countries.’’

‘‘We believe,’’ the World Vision letter
goes on to say, and it is signed by Rob-
ert Seiple, ‘‘We believe these pro-life
safeguards are important to protect
the integrity of our efforts and those of
many other humanitarian aid organiza-
tions.’’

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the full letter
be made part of the RECORD, but I
would point out that World Vision sup-
ports this legislation, they support the
Mexico city policy.

The letter referred to is as follows:
WORLD VISION,

Washington, DC, February 7, 1997.
Hon. JOSEPH R. PITTS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE PITTS: World Vision
has not changed its position on abortion. I
am writing to reiterate our position to you
and other members of Congress following a
January 31 letter regarding the release of
funding for international family planning
services. I signed the letter, along with the
presidents of CARE and Save the Children.

Since it was established in 1950, World Vi-
sion has always and will continue to oppose
abortion as a means of birth control. Abor-
tion runs contrary to our core beliefs as a
Christian organization. All of World Vision’s
efforts, both in the United States and in
more than 100 countries around the world,
seek to save, extend and enhance life. To-
ward our goals of enhancing and extending
life, World Vision supports programs in de-
veloping nations to save children’s lives.
These programs include immunizations, dis-
ease prevention and treatment and efforts to
improve nutrition. In addition, we encourage
efforts to educate parents about maternal
health, to avoid high-risk pregnancies and to
advocate birth spacing.

These strategies help to avoid risky and
unplanned pregnancies both to protect the
life of the mother and to prevent women
from resorting to abortion as a means of
birth control. As President of World Vision,
I have visited many of the programs in some
of the most difficult places in the world. I
have met with women in Africa, Asia and
Latin America and other regions of the
world who personally have benefited from
these services.

We believe these pro-life safeguards are im-
portant to protect the integrity of our ef-

forts and those of many other humanitarian
aid organizations. Serious health concerns
for women, children and families are at
stake, including unintended pregnancies
which will likely increase, not reduce, the
number of abortions performed on women in
developing nations.

Should you have any questions on this
issue, or on World Vision’s position on abor-
tion, please contact Ken Casey, Senior Vice
President, in Seattle at 206–815–1000.

Sincerely,
ROBERT A. SEIPLE,

President.
Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he

may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
STAR], a cosponsor of our legislation,
H.R. 581.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, this is put-up-or-shut-
up time for those who are advocating
funding for family planning without
abortions. This resolution reinstates a
policy that has been in effect for the
past nearly a decade. Three hundred
fifty organizations worldwide have ac-
cepted funds from our Government
with the restrictions on abortion that
we have included, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and I have in-
cluded in this language, which is the
so-called Mexico City policy.

To be very clear and very simple in
stating the case, in order to receive
U.S. population control funds, foreign
nongovernmental organizations must
agree not to perform abortion, except
in cases of rape, incest, or where the
life of the mother is in danger; second,
not to violate the laws of any foreign
country with respect to abortion; or,
third, not to engage in any activity or
effort to alter the laws or govern-
mental policies of any foreign country
with respect to abortion.

If they really believe what they say,
that they do not use abortion as a
method of family planning, they do not
advocate abortion, they do not perform
abortions as a method of family plan-
ning, then why can they simply not
agree to that language? It is straight-
forward, it is simple, very clear, makes
a wall of separation between the rep-
rehensible practice of abortion and, on
the other hand, helping women who are
in difficult circumstances in any part
of the world, particularly in third
world countries, to gain some measure
of control over their lives.

Mr. Speaker, we have for years dem-
onstrated the willingness of this Con-
gress to approve funds for family plan-
ning, provided that none of those funds
are used to perform abortion. In the
international arena we have followed
the same policy. This language that we
include in our legislation, H.R. 581,
makes it very clear that family plan-
ning funds may be available, but that
they cannot be used to perform abor-
tion.

There are organizations that are very
intent on using abortion, counseling
for abortion, working to change the
laws of foreign countries on abortion.
We should not use U.S. taxpayer dol-
lars for that purpose.

I hear the arguments on the other
side about the need for women to have
access to family planning information,
plan their lives and plan their preg-
nancies. That is fine. But it should not
go hand in hand with abortion.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate very much my col-
league yielding. I think, as he knows, I
have long been a vote in this House in-
terested in preserving life. I feel very
strongly that we ought to do all that
we can to see that abortion is not used
as a tool.

But could either the gentleman or
our chairman answer this question for
me: We do provide, from Federal cof-
fers, a sizeable number of dollars across
the country to the several States in
the United States that has to do with
family planning. Does the gentleman
know if we require similar language
and limitation upon those funds that
flow to the several States of the United
States?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
would say to the gentleman, yes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, foreign nongovernmental or-
ganizations are not governed by the
same laws that domestic nongovern-
mental organizations are.

Mr. LEWIS of California. I under-
stand that.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The Mex-
ico City provisions were litigated.
Planned Parenthood brought a suit,
and they were found to be completely
constitutional. Let me make a point.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, does that answer my question? Does
it say that we do not allow—

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. No, we do
not, because it would be construed to
be unconstitutional. Otherwise, we
would like to do it.

Mr. LEWIS of California. So we are
essentially saying to foreign countries,
you will follow a line of logic that is
unconstitutional?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. We are
saying where we can protect an unborn
child and a generation of unborn chil-
dren from aggressive lobbying by a
non-governmental organization, we are
going to do it. If we cannot save all of
the kids, we try to save some.

To say we have to have some kind of
equal policy, just because we like to
say everything is the same everywhere,
that to me is not productive. When we
can save a child in Kenya or we can
save a child in Central or South Amer-
ica from an assault on the law that
protects them, we ought to do it.

Let me also point out to the gen-
tleman, if the gentleman from Min-
nesota will continue yielding, we are
talking about discretionary funding.
This is not entitlement funding. We in
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this Congress appropriate every year
certain amounts of money to be used
for this purpose. It should not be the
NGOs to dictate to us that, we will not
take your money unless we do this,
that, and the other thing. We should
put simple conditions and say, do fam-
ily planning; do not permit abortions.

Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield further, I
would suggest for those who are con-
cerned about life that we might very
well consider similar limitations upon
discretionary monies in this country
that flow to States if they are not re-
sponding similarly, if we are serious
about those limitations. I appreciate
my colleague yielding to me.

Mr. OBERSTAR. As the gentleman
well knows, under the Medicaid lan-
guage for years that we have debated
on this floor, we have had several dozen
votes, maybe several hundred votes on
this issue over the last 22 years that I
have served here, we have imposed this
restrictive language that none of the
funds may be used to perform abor-
tions.

Mr. LEWIS of California. The gentle-
man’s last comment raises just one
more point. I would certainly hope that
those of us who are concerned about
the life question would know that
sometimes we defeat our purpose by
having several hundred votes, it seems,
a session, on this same issue. Many
Members are reacting very strongly to
that, including this Member.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. If the gen-
tleman from Minnesota will continue
to yield, the only way, because if lan-
guage is silent on the Labor-HHS bill
or the Federal employees health bene-
fits program or any other program, it
pays for abortion. It is incumbent upon
us, those of us who do not want our tax
dollars being used to subsidize abortion
or the performance of it, to offer
amendments. Otherwise it is used to
pay for it. There is no blanket prohibi-
tion.

Mr. LEWIS of California. As my col-
league can see by the vote today, some-
times that is self-defeating.

Mr. SMITH of new Jersey. We will be
back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. To further respond
to my dear friend, the gentleman from
California, we would not have dozens or
hundreds of votes on this subject if, in
initiating programs, those who advo-
cate family planning would stick to
their last, and stick to what they be-
lieve in, and say these funds are only
used for counseling, they are not used
for changing people’s minds about
abortion, performing abortion, or advo-
cating abortion. That is all we are ask-
ing.

Mr. LEWIS of California. I appreciate
my colleague.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
California, [Mr. LEWIS] was quite cor-
rect in his line of questioning. Indeed,
the Mexico City language, if it were ap-
plied in the United States, would be

unconstitutional. What we are saying
with this Mexico City language, other-
wise known as the gag rule, is that we
will apply unconstitutional prohibi-
tions to organizations which receive
international family planning funds
from the United States.

Let me be clear: No funds, and I am
going to read them, because this is the
existing law, and for Members who
voted for the President’s finding in the
previous resolution, I want them to un-
derstand very clearly why the Mexico
City language indeed is a gag rule, in-
deed is unconstitutional, and as other
Members of this body have said earlier,
is unnecessary.

First of all, I direct the Members’ at-
tention to the chart. Current prohibi-
tions on use of AID funds for abortion-
related activities cannot be used to pay
for the performance of abortions as a
method of family planning or to moti-
vate or coerce any other person to have
an abortion.

USAID funds cannot be used to lobby
for or against abortion.

These funds cannot be used to pur-
chase or distribute commodities or
equipment for the purpose of inducing
abortion as a method of family plan-
ning, and these funds cannot be used to
support any biomedical research which
relates, in whole or in part, to methods
of or the performance of abortion as a
method of family planning.

To make sure that this Helms lan-
guage is enforced, there are very strin-
gent safeguards in place which again I
want to call to our colleagues’ atten-
tion.

Strict procedures assure that no
USAID funds are used for abortions, in-
cluding legally binding contracts.
USAID funds are provided in the con-
text of legally binding contracts and
grant agreements that include stand-
ard clauses, specifically listing prohib-
ited activities. Violators are subject to
heavy fines and loss of future AID
funding.

USAID closely monitors how its
funds are used through requiring de-
tailed annual work plans, numerous de-
tailed reports on all project activities,
site visits, management reviews, and
review and concurrence on project pub-
lications, and regular audits. Contracts
and agreements with foreign or private
organizations are subject to regular,
independent audits, as defined by the
Federal acquisition regulation system.
USAID grantees are required to main-
tain extensive documentation of ex-
penditures of foreign subcontractors
who are subject to audit.

I go into this level of detail to em-
phasize once again that what we have
proposed here today and what this
House approved has nothing to do with
abortion, and that the Mexico City lan-
guage again would be unconstitutional
in the United States. Why should we
subject our grantees abroad to that gag
rule, which as I say again, is unconsti-
tutional in our country.

A couple of more points that I want
to make, because comments that were

made here on the floor beg for clari-
fication.
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It has been repeated over and over
again, certain critics of the Inter-
national Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion and of government funding of
international family planning pro-
grams have recently, they are stepping
up this campaign citing IPPF, Inter-
national Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion, as promoting abortion around the
world. Let me state, the International
Planned Parenthood Federation does
not accept or promote abortion as a
method of family planning. IPPF be-
lieves that contraception is the first
line of defense against unwanted preg-
nancy. Access to family planning serv-
ice is the most effective way to reduce
abortions and the mortality caused by
them. I have more information on that
if Members have questions about that.

Another point that I want to ref-
erence the Smith bill, again with the
greatest respect for the gentleman, in
his bill, the Mexico City language, the
gag rule, states that, notwithstanding
any provisions of the bill, no funds ap-
propriated for population planning ac-
tivities may be used by an organization
to engage in any activity or effort to
alter the laws or governmental policies
of any foreign countries governing the
circumstances under which is per-
mitted, regulated or prohibited.

Among other things, that is what
this language does, which would
change current law if it were passed
and signed into law, which the Presi-
dent will not sign. So we have an exer-
cise in futility at this hour of the day,
and I will try to be brief. But I believe
that it is necessary to protect the vote
of our Members who voted in favor of
the President’s finding earlier.

Why are we subjecting organizations
engaged in family planning inter-
nationally to conditions and standards
which first of all are unconstitutional
in the United States but do not apply
here either? Our colleagues used the
termed fungibility. If you give your
money for this, it frees up your other
money to do that. That is exactly what
happens every time we grant a con-
tract or a grant.

Are we subjecting the defense com-
munity to the scrutiny of its spending
on what it does with its own money be-
cause they receive defense contracts
from the Federal Government? The list
could go on and on. It just does not
seem fair to me that we should gag or-
ganizations from using their own funds
for their own purposes. And if that in-
cludes making information available to
women, it has nothing to do with the
Federal funds that we vote in this
body, and it does nothing with the con-
stitutional approach that we take to
our grantees in the United States.

What is further at issue here is this
subjects that same scrutiny to the sub-
contractors, to these international
family planning organizations. So all
of this presents a gag, a hindrance, an
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unnecessary encumbrance. I urge our
colleagues to follow this issue closely
and to reject it on this vote today, as
I have said over and over again. The
highest regard for the maker of the
motion, this gag rule has no place in
our country. It should not have any
place in our funding for international
family planning.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOBSON). The gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. SMITH] has 21⁄2 minutes re-
maining, and the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. PELOSI] has 6 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] reserves the balance
of his time and reserves the right to
close.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WOOLSEY].

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
oppose this legislation, which would
kill American support for the inter-
national family planning programs.

I oppose this bill for several reasons.
First, it is a bill to correct a problem
which does not exist. Right now, no
American aid, I repeat, no American
aid pays for abortions overseas.

Since 1973, Mr. Speaker, it has been
illegal for American aid dollars to sup-
port abortion services in any way.

I also oppose this bill because the at-
tempt to reinstate the Mexico City pol-
icy will have a chilling effect on family
planning services. We know that the
other body will not pass this legisla-
tion, and the President has vowed to
veto it. This bill will only continue the
current delay in services which will
lead to real human misery and environ-
mental degradation.

I want to make it clear, Mr. Speaker,
that to delay is to devastate. Listen to
what the National Council for Inter-
national Health has had to say on this
matter. They say: Last year’s reduced
aid for family planning is resulting in 7
million couples losing contraceptive
services.

That is 7 million couples.
This will result in 4 million un-

wanted pregnancies. It could mean 1.6
million abortions and 8,000 maternal
deaths. Passage of the Smith bill would
make this worse.

Oppose this bill. Oppose further re-
strictions to family planning. Let us
release urgently needed American aid.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GREENWOOD].

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
the time.

If the other Members of the body are
like myself, they are receiving calls
from their constituents who are regret-
tably very confused about this issue.
They are calling and saying, do not
vote for the President’s resolution be-
cause it promotes abortion and vote for
this Smith bill because it stops abor-
tion.

And of course nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. What this is about
is very simple. This is about some-
where in sub-Saharan Africa where the
population rates are just crushingly ex-
plosive, there is a little clinic some-
where and that little clinic is attached
to a hospital. And the clinic provides
birth control so that women do not be-
come pregnant and do not have to have
abortions. But maybe 100 miles away
from that hospital, abortion is legal. A
woman comes in with her own money,
not American taxpayers’ money, and
might avail herself for whatever her
reasons may be of a legal abortion.

My friend, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] wants to say, then
let us not give that hospital any money
even to run its family planning clinic.
The result of that is very, very
straightforward. That little clinic out
in the hinterland somewhere will not
have any IUD, will not have any birth
control pills. More women by the thou-
sands will become pregnant. And where
will they end up? They will end up
back at that hospital, and they will be
doing more abortions there than ever
before.

It is time we got logical about this
issue. If you are against abortion, if
you want to see the number of abor-
tions on this planet decrease, then you
have to be for family planning and you
have to trust the women of the world
to make the right decisions.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. MALONEY].

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, Mexico City is nothing more
than an international form of gag rule
on providers, severely restricting the
way legitimate helpful organizations
use their own funds. Restricting use of
money will not decrease the number of
abortions performed in developing
countries. Rather, lack of access to
family planning facilities will likely
lead to an increase in unwanted preg-
nancies and therefore more abortions.

We have seen in our own country how
simple family planning education can
work to solve problems of overpopula-
tion and reduce the number of un-
planned pregnancies. Again, family
planning means education. It is not a
means of doling out abortion dollars
across the globe.

This gag rule has no place in this de-
bate, and I urge my colleagues not to
give in to these tactics. I urge a vote
against the Smith bill.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time, to
thank our colleagues on both sides of
the aisle and both sides of the issue for
this, I think, productive debate this
afternoon. All of the participation, the
full participation of Members, I think,
has been very helpful to us. But I want
to use my remaining moments to
thank and acknowledge the staff for
their hard work on this issue. From the
staff of the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY], Matt Traub and
Sharon Levin; Lissa Topel from the

staff of the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO]; Kara Haas,
Judy Borger, Mark Kirk, Terri
McCullough, Leslie Patykewich, from
my own staff, Carolyn Bartholomew;
and from the subcommittee, Mark
Murray, Scott Lilley. As always the
staff is the great untold story of Con-
gress. They are a tremendous resource
to us. They work so hard, and I wanted
to give them this recognition on a day
when we are debating this very, very
important legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I just say once again,
let us not hold the children, the poor
children of the world hostage to con-
gressional politics. Vote ‘‘no’’ on the
Smith amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say again,
nobody is holding this policy or family
planning hostage to congressional poli-
tics. This has everything to do with the
deep-seated and very strongly held be-
lief that every human life is precious,
born and unborn. We cannot and should
never facilitate a policy that puts the
unborn at risk of being killed by abor-
tion on demand.

Let me also make the point, a clari-
fication: We have heard on the other
side how this is somehow a gag rule.
The gag rule is a word that was coined
during the title X debate dealing with
abortion counseling. Abortion counsel-
ing is not covered by the Mexico City
policy. It was not during the years that
it was in effect, and I am amazed how
that disinformation continues to per-
sist both in the media as well as by
Members who have been offering up po-
sitions on the other side of this issue.

Let me also point out, we do not con-
cede that Mexico City policy would be
unconstitutional if applied to United
States domestic organizations. But a
decision was made in the Reagan ad-
ministration years ago, and it was
fully litigated, that foreign nongovern-
mental oganizations would be the ones
that would be affected, and it was
upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court.

Finally, let me say that H.R. 581 is
pro-life but it is also pro-family plan-
ning. One of the speakers on the other
side was bemoaning the delay. OK, let
us end the delay. Let us get all $385
million plus the 25 million for the
UNFPA out the door by March 1. Only
the Smith-Oberstar-Hyde bill does
that. So if money delayed is money de-
nied, our bill gets the money there
sooner rather than later. But it does so
in a principled way. It says that we are
for family planning but we are not for
abortion.

Let me also point out again who we
subsidize does matter. We should not
compartmentalize our view and say if
they do this with our money that is OK
and who gives a darn what else they do
with the rest of their money. Abortion
is child abuse. It kills babies. It is a
violent act. Let us face that reality.

The partial birth abortion ban fight
last year at least began forcing all of
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us to look at abortion for what it truly
is and at the methods of abortion for
the cruelty that they represent toward
children.

Who we subsidize does matter. The
IPPF based in London, International
Planned Parenthood Federation, has a
strategic plan. They make no bones
about it. It is right here in black and
white. They want abortion on demand
in every country of the world. They
have action plans for every country of
the world. Vote yes on H.R. 581.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 581, a resolution
which would prevent American international
family planning funds from being used to ac-
tively support abortion as a preferred method
of family planning.

The majority of my constituents and I be-
lieve that the taking of a life is totally unac-
ceptable, and we do not support funding for
organizations which support abortion services.
Taking a life is a deplorable act, one which
carries grave consequences in our justice sys-
tem. How do we reconcile our system of pun-
ishing murderers with providing funding to for-
eign organizations which support abortion?

H.R. 581 also includes provisions which
would ensure that American aid will not sup-
port organizations which work to modify exist-
ing policies regarding abortion in foreign na-
tions, as well as organizations which disobey
foreign nations’ laws relating to abortion.

Family planning is the goal of these funds,
and there are alternate methods of family
planning which do not condemn a life. By sup-
porting H.R. 581, the United States can still be
at the vanguard of family planning programs
without advocating abortion as an option.

I urge my colleagues to lend their support
for H.R. 581. Everyone knows that the taking
of a life is wrong, let us not show the world
that the United States not only accepts murder
as a form of family planning but actively funds
organizations who support it.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
to support Congressman SMITH’s bill to make
sure that agencies receiving international fam-
ily planning funds do not use these funds to
promote abortion. Many Americans believe
that their taxes do not support abortion over-
seas, but they have been terribly misled. Their
money is distributed generously to groups who
actively encourage abortion, seek to overturn
foreign countries abortion laws, and support
programs which are tainted by forced abortion
and sterilization of women policies.

Although I do question the necessity of re-
leasing these funds early, what is really at
issue here is how the Clinton administration
chooses to distribute these funds. In 1993,
President Clinton overturned the Reagan-Bush
era policy which prohibited U.S. financial sup-
port for international organizations that either
promote or perform abortions as a means of
birth control. I find it morally unjust to require
U.S. taxpayers to support the global prolifera-
tion of abortion.

Instead of filling clinics overseas with abor-
tion-related equipment, the United States
should stock the shelves with lifesaving drugs
which will help to save the 2.1 million chil-
dren—according to UNICEF—who die each
year from vaccine-preventable diseases.

The Smith legislation would allow the re-
lease of family planning funds early, as the
administration has requested. However, it

would stop rewarding international organiza-
tions that promote and perform abortions with
American taxpayer dollars—which is exactly
why the President has threatened to veto the
Smith bill and thereby eliminate any possibility
of an early release of these funds.

Yes, the administration has never hidden its
support for both international family-planning
services and abortion. The two are clearly not
the same. I urge my colleagues to support the
Smith bill and make that distinction absolutely
clear.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, as a
strong supporter of family planning
initiatives, I would like to emphasize
my support for the U.S. International
Family Planning Program. This pro-
gram has been extremely effective in
protecting the health and lives of
women and children in underdeveloped
and developing countries throughout
the world.

Today, I will be voting for H.R. 581
which was introduced by Representa-
tive CHRIS SMITH. For those who claim
to be true supporters of our family
planning efforts overseas, I believe this
is the correct vote to cast. H.R. 581 will
release the full $385 million in inter-
national family planning money on
March 1, 1997—bringing the total fiscal
year 1997 spending on these programs
to $713 million. In other words, this bill
will provide nearly $200 million more in
funding than the resolution which was
passed by the House earlier today (H.J.
Res. 36). In addition, it will ensure that
this Federal funding is used only for
contraceptive family planning and
health care services, not abortion.

As a supporter of family planning,
whether it be international or national
initiatives, I believe we need to exam-
ine how the United States can best sup-
port true family planning efforts.
Clearly, if we are talking only about
family planning and contraception,
rather than abortion, then the Smith
bill before us would provide substan-
tially more funding for health care
services and have a greater impact on
low-income women and children
abroad. Supporting H.R. 581 will ensure
that we provide the maximum amount
of international family planning
money available, while at the same
time ensuring that U.S. tax dollars are
not used to provide or promote abor-
tion.

I encourage my colleagues to join me
in voting ‘‘yes’’ on this important leg-
islation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 46, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the

ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 231, nays
194, not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 23]

YEAS—231

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons

Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kildee
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood

Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NAYS—194

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews

Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Bass

Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Bishop
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Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)

Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klug
Kolbe
Lampson
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Molinari
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell

Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
White
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—7

Carson
Clay
LaFalce

Mink
Nussle
Obey

Young (AK)
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

Mr. LAFALCE for with Mrs. CARSON against.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois changed his
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado,
HUNTER, MCDADE and EHRLICH
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

EXPRESSING APPRECIATION FOR
THE LIFE AND SERVICE OF AM-
BASSADOR PAMELA C. HAR-
RIMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on International Relations be dis-

charged from further consideration of
the resolution (H. Res. 49) expressing
appreciation for the life and service of
Ambassador Pamela C. Harriman, and I
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINNIS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I do not in-
tend to object, I yield to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN] for an ex-
planation of the resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Indiana for yield-
ing. I have just been informed by the
leadership that there will be no further
votes today.

Mr. Speaker, it is with both sadness
and gratefulness that I ask the House
to adopt this resolution concerning the
recent passing away of a great Amer-
ican, Ambassador Pamela C. Harriman.
Her sudden death last week left all
Americans bereft of a truly dedicated
public servant, a woman of wide learn-
ing and interest and a great patriot. It
is only fitting that on this day that our
Nation pays tribute to Ambassador
Harriman, that we too mark her pass-
ing and remember her life.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that all of our
Members will join with the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO]
and myself, acting on behalf of our
Committee on International Relations,
in putting the House of Representa-
tives on record in appreciation of Am-
bassador Pamela Harriman’s life.

We should bear in mind that as a wife
she provided her wisdom and solace
during the last years of his life to one
of the great statesmen of this century,
New York’s Governor Averell Har-
riman. We should also take note of her
contribution to the Allied victory over
Nazism in Europe through her earliest
exploits in the field of diplomacy, help-
ing to unite as allies the nations of
France, Great Britain, and the United
States. In her capacity as a United
States Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary to France, Pamela
Harriman gave the last measure of her
life to serving our Nation, her adopted
country. She brought to this task all of
her skills and experience in keeping
the ties between our Nation and France
strong despite many troublesome dis-
agreements between our nations. She
was very much a hands-on Ambassador,
working long hours, devoting substan-
tial energy to this task.

Although this resolution has not
been formally considered in our Com-
mittee on International Relations, we
did have a discussion on the matter on
February 4 at our committee’s organi-
zational meeting which happened to
occur on the day of Ambassador Har-
riman’s passing away. At that meeting,
our committee agreed to a unanimous
consent request propounded by the gen-

tleman from Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO]
setting out essentially the wording and
noting our support for moving a resolu-
tion noting such sentiments on the
floor. I wish to commend the gen-
tleman from Illinois for his strong in-
terest in making certain that this mat-
ter was considered in a timely and an
appropriate manner.

Mr. Speaker, for all of these reasons,
I believe that support of this resolution
is merited, and I hope that all of the
Members will join with us in recogniz-
ing Pamela Harriman as a distin-
guished stateswoman and a great
American.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I
want to join the distinguished chair-
man of the House International Rela-
tions Committee in expressing appre-
ciation for the life of a great public
servant, Ambassador Pamela C. Har-
riman.

She became an American by choice
and devoted herself to the betterment
of her adopted country. As the Ambas-
sador of the United States to France,
she worked tirelessly to build closer re-
lations between the United States and
its oldest ally. She was a renowned
woman of grace, wit, charm, intellect,
and boundless energy.

On this day of a memorial service at
the National Cathedral for Ambassador
Harriman, it is altogether fitting that
the House of Representatives take up
and pass this resolution commemorat-
ing a great American. I join the chair-
man in congratulating the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois for
sponsoring this resolution.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMILTON. Further reserving
the right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HAMILTON] for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to honor a
great American Ambassador, Pamela
C. Harriman. Sadly, Ambassador Har-
riman passed away earlier this month
in Paris. Throughout her life she
worked tirelessly in service to her
adopted country, the United States.
Most recently she served as U.S. Am-
bassador to France, from 1993 to early
1997, where she helped strengthen Fran-
co-American ties while expertly han-
dling such difficult and complex issues
as NATO expansion, the Middle East
peace process, the role of the U.N. and
multilateral trade.

How appropriate for Ambassador
Harriman’s career to take her to Paris,
for as a young woman she endeavored
to strengthen ties between Great Brit-
ain, the United States and France in
the Allies fight against Nazi aggres-
sion. Before assuming her diplomatic
duties in Paris, Pamela Harriman
sought to enrich the lives of all Ameri-
cans through her many efforts in the
fields of politics and arts. She was also
the wife and friend of Governor Averell
Harriman, one of our country’s great
statesmen.
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Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues

to join with me in supporting House
Resolution 49 to express our heartfelt
thanks for the life and service of Pam-
ela Harriman and to convey our condo-
lences and deepest sympathies to the
Harriman family.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMILTON. Further reserving
the right to object, I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank
the distinguished gentleman for yield-
ing. We all appreciate his leadership in
the international role that this coun-
try plays.

To Ambassador Harriman, I am de-
lighted to be able to say that she chose
America. She chose America. She is
certainly an international figure and a
child of the world.

b 1515

We are delighted in her multicultural
background, that she chose to adopt
this country as her native land. She
had her own values, but I can believe
that she truly is one that believed in
democracy, for in all of her activities
she was involved in creating greater
opportunities for democracy. She be-
lieved in diversity. She helped all of
those who wanted to have a piece of
the pie, and certainly, as she rose to
the Ambassadorship of France, ap-
pointed by President William Clinton,
she made Americans proud. And not
only did she make us proud, she pro-
vided us and encouraged us to engage
in peace.

My hat is off, my heart goes out to
the family of Ambassador Harriman,
and what I will say is that we will
truly miss her but she is a grand lady,
and she is truly a great American.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

I too want to rise to pay tribute to
Ambassador to France Pamela Har-
riman. As I said earlier today, many of
us in this body would love to have been
at her funeral service today to give
thanksgiving and to celebrate her
great life, but duty called and we had
to be on the floor for our legislation.
Pamela would have understood that,
committed to duty as she was.

I said in my 1 minute this morning,
and I will repeat now, that in this body
we have only two portraits. One is of
George Washington, the father of our
country; the other is of the Marquis de
Lafayette, a friend of our independ-
ence, demonstrating our closeness to
France. It was fitting then that we sent
France our finest in the person of Pam-
ela Harriman as our Ambassador.

I know it is a source of great pride to
her family that she was eulogized by
the President of France and given by
him the highest honor that country
can bestow. I know it was a source of
great pride that she was eulogized by

the President of the United States and
mourned by the First Family. I hope it
is a comfort to Pamela’s family that
many in this body and in our great
country mourn their loss, our loss.

To Pamela: Adieu, thank you and
love.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I urge
the adoption of the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINNIS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. RES. 49

Whereas Pamela C. Harriman served her
country ably as United States Ambassador
to France from 1993 to early 1997;

Whereas during her tenure as ambassador
Pamela Harriman worked tirelessly to bring
closer together as strong allies and friends
the United States and France;

Whereas Pamela Harriman worked
throughout her adult life in the fields of poli-
tics and the arts, enriching the lives of all
who knew her and all Americans;

Whereas during the Second World War
Pamela Harriman endeavored to solidify re-
lations among Britain, the United States,
and France, contributing her knowledge and
her efforts to making the alliance against
Nazism a success;

Whereas as a wife and friend she gave
strength and wise counsel to one of the great
United States statesmen of this century,
Governor Averell Harriman; and

Whereas until the very end of her life she
was renowned as a woman of grace, wit, and
charm: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Members of the House of
Representatives—

(1) are grateful for the life and service of
this great American; and

(2) join in conveying their condolences and
deepest sympathies to the members of the
family of Ambassador Pamela C. Harriman.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
resolution just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

f

ELECTION AS MEMBERS TO CER-
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, by direction of the Democratic cau-
cus, I offer a privileged resolution (H.
Res. 58) and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. RES. 58

Resolved, That the following-named Mem-
bers be, and that they are hereby, elected to

the following standing committees of the
House of Representatives:

To the Committee on Commerce: Frank
Pallone of New Jersey to rank directly above
Sherrod Brown of Ohio.

To the Committee on Resources: Ron Kind
of Wisconsin.

To the Committee on Science: Ralph Hall,
Texas; Bart Gordon, Tennessee; James A.
Traficant, Jr., Ohio; Tim Roemer, Indiana;
Robert E. (Bud) Cramer, Jr., Alabama;
James A. Barcia, Michigan; Paul McHale,
Pennsylvania; Eddie Bernice Johnson, Texas;
Alcee Hastings, Florida; Lynn Rivers, Michi-
gan; Zoe Lofgren, California; Lloyd Doggett,
Texas; Michael Doyle, Pennsylvania; Sheila
Jackson-Lee, Texas; Bill Luther, Minnesota;
Walter Capps, California; Debbie Stabenow,
Michigan; Bob Etheridge, North Carolina;
Nick Lampson, Texas; Darlene Hooley, Or-
egon.

Mr. FAZIO of California (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the resolution be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the busi-
ness in order under the Calendar
Wednesday rule be dispensed with on
Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO
DECLARE A RECESS ON THURS-
DAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1997, TO RE-
CEIVE HIS EXCELLENCY
EDUARDO FREI, PRESIDENT OF
THE REPUBLIC OF CHILE

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be
in order anytime on Thursday, Feb-
ruary 27, 1997, for the Speaker to de-
clare a recess, subject to the call of the
chair, for the purpose of receiving in
joint meeting his Excellency, Eduardo
Frei, President of the Republic of
Chile.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON THURSDAY,
FEBRUARY 28, 1997

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Wednesday, Feb-
ruary 26, 1997, it adjourn to meet at 9
a.m. on Thursday, February 27.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
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GRANTING MEMBERS OF THE

HOUSE PRIVILEGE TO EXTEND
THEIR REMARKS IN CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD TODAY

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that for today
all Members be permitted to extend
their remarks and to include extra-
neous material in the section of the
RECORD entitled ‘‘Extension of Re-
marks.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER, MAJOR-
ITY LEADER AND MINORITY
LEADER TO ACCEPT RESIGNA-
TIONS AND TO MAKE APPOINT-
MENTS NOTWITHSTANDING AD-
JOURNMENT

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing any adjournment of the House
until Tuesday, February 25, 1997, the
Speaker, majority leader and minority
leader be authorized to accept resigna-
tions and to make appointments au-
thorized by law or by the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
f

PERMISSION FOR SPEAKER TO AP-
POINT MEMBERS TO REPRESENT
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES AT CEREMONIES FOR THE
OBSERVANCE OF GEORGE WASH-
INGTON’S BIRTHDAY

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it shall be
in order for the Speaker to appoint 2
Members of the House, one upon the
recommendation of the minority lead-
er, to represent the House of Rep-
resentatives at appropriate ceremonies
for the observance of George Washing-
ton’s birthday to be held on Thursday,
February 20, 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
f

DESIGNATION OF THE HON. CON-
STANCE A. MORELLA TO ACT AS
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE TO
SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS THROUGH
FEBRUARY 25, 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 13, 1997.

I hereby designate the Honorable Con-
stance A. Morella to act as Speaker pro tem-
pore to sign enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tions through February 25, 1997.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the

House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the designation is agreed to.

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

TRIBUTE TO DR. TIMOTHY
WINTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FILNER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, col-
leagues, I rise today in celebration of
Black History Month and to recognize
a truly remarkable leader from my
50th Congressional District in San
Diego.

In the Rev. Dr. Timothy Winters, we
find a man who has dedicated his life to
the spiritual well-being of many of our
neighborhoods in San Diego. In addi-
tion to being pastor of the Bayview
Baptist Church, one of the largest
churches in San Diego, he also holds
the position as president of the Baptist
Ministers Union. While in this position,
Dr. Winters is shown to be a very capa-
ble leader in guiding his church and a
ministerial organization to success and
high achievement. He was instrumen-
tal in building of the Martin Luther
King School, complete with meeting
halls and banquet facilities.

Dr. Winters is also an accomplished
speaker, often called to speak on var-
ious problems and concerns of the Afri-
can-American community and the city
at large. He lectures frequently on the
matters of consumer awareness and
debt-free living. His workshops and fi-
nance seminars, which he often con-
ducts from various churches, have
helped to improve the lives of literally
thousands who have heeded his advice
and counsel.

I am also proud of the many fair
lending agreements that Dr. Winters
assisted in forging with the many
banks and financial institutions in our
city.

The accolades for Dr. Winters go far
beyond the African-American commu-
nity. His writings and teachings are
celebrated nationwide. And, at a gala
evening of celebration, the city of San
Diego will honor this individual of such
energy. He has often been a great inspi-
ration to me, and I look forward to
working with Dr. Winters to raise the
quality of life in our community.

Please join me in celebrating the
great contributions and achievement
made to the constituents of the 50th
Congressional District by Dr. Timothy
Winters.
f

SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, it was interesting in the Committee
on the Budget this morning that Dr.
June O’Neill, the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, came with
their analysis of the President’s budg-
et. One of the conclusions of the CBO
was that the President’s budget is not
going to be in the surplus by the year
2002, but under their projections will
run a $50 billion deficit in the year 2002.
So I would ask that we make a humble,
respectful request to the President to
resubmit a budget that balances by the
Congressional Budget Office scoring.

Another thing that Dr. O’Neill said
was that if we continue spending the
way we are today, we need an imme-
diate 50-percent increase in income tax
rates to keep the budget in balance. If
we put off any decision until the year
2017, we would have to have an 87-per-
cent increase in the income tax. That
means that families’ take-home pay
would be cut in half, and what they can
spend on health care and on clothes
and on food and on transportation
would end up being cut in half.

I want to quickly give a presentation
of what is happening in what has be-
come the largest spending item, and
that is Social Security. As you see by
this chart, Social Security now takes
up 22 percent of the Federal budget.
And what has happened is Congress, I
would suggest, made a mistake by re-
quiring everybody to contribute to So-
cial Security, and not putting any of
that money in savings and investment.
Instead, since it started in 1935, Social
Security has been a pay-as-you-go pro-
gram where existing workers pay in
their taxes to support the benefits of
existing retirees.

If I get my charts correct, this shows
what is going to happen to Social Secu-
rity if we make no changes, and that is
that there is going to be less money
coming in in this pay-as-you-go pro-
gram. In 2011, Dorcas Hardy, a former
commissioner, says there is going to be
less tax money coming into Social Se-
curity than is required for the payouts
as early as 2005. That’s not very far in
the future. So if we are going to pre-
serve Social Security not only for fu-
ture retirees but for existing retirees,
we simply got to start taking our
heads out of the sand and be willing to
face this very tough question on what
we’re going to do to preserve Social Se-
curity, to preserve Medicare, to pre-
serve some of the important programs
that Government has developed to help
people, and not put the burden on fu-
ture generations and ask them to pay
an 87-percent increase in their taxes.

Here is the problem on Social Secu-
rity. It was developed as a pay-as-you-
go system where existing workers pay
for existing retirees. But what has hap-
pened is there are fewer workers pay-
ing for the support of that retiree.

In 1950, we had 17 workers earning
money, paying their taxes to support
each retiree. Today, there are three
workers. In another 35 years there are
going to be only two workers working
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and paying the taxes to support each
retiree.

Now here is what the average retired
couple has already gotten back: Over
four times what they and their em-
ployer put into the Social Security
taxes, plus compound interest. This
chart shows that if you happened to re-
tire in 1940, it took just 2 months to get
everything back that you and your em-
ployer put into Social Security taxes.
If you retired in 1960, it took 2 years.

Look what is going to happen to the
workers that are starting to retire
today, to the workers that are 35 and 45
and 50 years old. They are going to
have to work 26 years after retirement.
They are going to have to live 26 years
after retirement in order to collect the
benefits that they and their employer
put into Social Security. We have got
to have a change.

I have developed a proposal that I
think we should run up the flagpole in
order to start coming up with solutions
to save Social Security. My proposal
allows some private investment, but at
the same time does not take away ben-
efits from anybody over 58 years old.

b 1530

So I think we have to tell people
ahead of time what is happening. Part
of the solution is a private investment.
Part of the solution is slowing down
benefits for the higher income recipi-
ents.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we deal with
these serious problems as soon as pos-
sible and not put it off for another dec-
ade.
f

SPECIAL ATTENTION TO THE
CAPITAL OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor today first and foremost to
thank the leadership of this country
for the priority they have placed upon
the capital of the United States, to
thank President Bill Clinton, majority
leader of the Senate TRENT LOTT, and
our own Speaker, NEWT GINGRICH, who
have agreed that among the five prior-
ities for this session of Congress should
be special attention to the capital of
the United States. There is there the
kind of bipartisanship that one would
expect from a great country for its
great capital.

Why this priority for the capital of
the United States? Well, I suppose its
name tells it all. It is the capital of the
United States, and there is in this body
and this country a fiduciary obligation
to its own capital. It is self-evident.
The District of Columbia is a financial
orphan under our Constitution. It is
not a part of any State. It cannot even
tax people who come here from other
regions, use our services and go home
without leaving any, not even one thin
dime of tax money here.

Why has the city come to this state
of affairs now? Well, all of the cities
are in great trouble, but they have
States. There is not a big city in the
United States that would not be flat on
its back if it were not for its State.
Cities are increasingly clusters of the
poor, with the middle class having fled.

This chart tells the story of the
death-dealing crisis of your capital
city. We are on line to lose three times
as many people in the 1990’s as we lost
in the 1980’s. If we mean to have a cap-
ital, now is the time to move in. This
is the session of Congress to move in to
help the city.

The reason this has not been as ap-
parent as it should be is that the Dis-
trict Government has been historically
poorly managed. That hides the poor
performance of the Congress and of the
country. The poor performance of the
city should not give rise to the aban-
donment of the capital by our country.

And what about the performance of
the Congress, which offloaded $5 billion
in pension liability built up before
home rule? What about a Congress that
says to a city in this day and time,
hey, you pay for State functions, pris-
ons, Medicaid, courts, all by yourself
with no help from anyone else? It can-
not be done, my good colleagues. And
yet there are no sure and fast answers
to the problems of the District.

I went this week to the funeral of a
brave young officer, Officer Brian Gib-
son, executed, and I come back the day
of his funeral to find a Member of the
other body wanting to put the death
penalty on the District of Columbia.
This is 4 years after the District faced
this issue and voted that it would be
among the jurisdictions not to have
the death penalty.

The top killing States in the United
States all have the death penalty. We
do not see the death penalty as the an-
swer to the crime problems of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. We do note that the
American Bar Association says that
the death penalty is so inequitably ap-
plied that there should be a morato-
rium on it.

We ask the help of our country. We
are prepared to make, and are making,
excruciating sacrifices that no city
which has gotten into trouble has had
to make, that New York and that
Philadelphia, which all became insol-
vent years before the District, none
had to make, because there was a
State.

We are asking for the help of our
country. We believe that the half-mil-
lion people who live in the District de-
serve the help of our country. But
please do not impose on us matters
that we ourselves have not approved.
This is yet a free country, and this is
the Congress that boasts that it is de-
volving power back to the localities,
not usurping power from the localities.

I welcome the help of my colleagues.
I look forward to working with the
President, with the majority leader of
the Senate, with the Speaker of the
House, and with my own leadership to

make the capital of the Unites States a
city that we truly can all be proud of.
f

THE COMMON SENSE CAMPAIGN
FINANCE REFORM ACT OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr.
KNOLLENBERG] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker,
the fundraising scandals of the 1996
Presidential election have moved cam-
paign finance reform to the front burn-
er of the agenda for the 105th Congress.
Things like the ever-expanding influ-
ence of special and large contributions
from non-U.S. citizens have eroded the
public’s confidence in our democratic
process and left far too many Ameri-
cans demoralized and in fact
disenfranchised.

At the same time, while the level of
attention has increased significantly in
just the last few months, most observ-
ers agree that the chances of passing a
comprehensive overhaul of our cam-
paign finance system in this Congress
remain very, very slim. I happen to
agree with that assessment.

Currently, we have a Democrat in the
White House, we have the Republicans
in control of both Houses. Asking us to
pass a comprehensive bill now would be
like asking two football teams to over-
haul the rules of the game while it is
being played.

Instead, I believe that we should take
a series of incremental steps toward re-
form and correcting the most glaring
and immediate problems of the current
system, while leaving the larger issues
to a time when the chances of passing
a comprehensive bill are more realis-
tic.

I rise today to introduce what I be-
lieve should be the first step: the Com-
mon Sense Campaign Finance Reform
Act of 1997. This bill is designed to
remedy the most pressing problems,
and I say again, the most pressing
problems of our current system, name-
ly, the influx of special interest and
foreign money into the Nation’s cam-
paign coffers.

First, and this chart I think says it
all very well, my bill would require
that House and Senate candidates limit
their PAC contributions to 35 percent,
as represented by this graph.

Second, there is a limit on outside
donors. Candidates can raise no more
than 35 percent of their individual con-
tributions, I am talking about individ-
ual contributions, from donors who live
outside their districts for House Mem-
bers or outside the State for Senators.
Then finally, limit foreign money. Can-
didates may not accept contributions
from people who are ineligible to vote.
So one, two, three; it is very simple.

This would address the concerns
raised by the amount of money that
came from non-U.S. citizens during the
1996 election, and it would also, I
think, crack down on efforts to cir-
cumvent individual contribution limits
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by funneling money through the chil-
dren of rich donors.

Mr. Speaker, I firmly believe that if
we try to swallow campaign finance re-
form whole instead of taking smaller
bites, we ultimately choke. Instead, we
should adopt what I believe this is, a
more realistic and commonsense ap-
proach to focus on getting the job
done. That is what I think the Amer-
ican people want, and that is what my
bill offers. Again, three steps, if the
camera can pick this up, one, two, and
three, that is all there is to it, but it
goes a long way, I believe, toward com-
monsense reform, reform we can do
now. I urge my colleagues to become
cosponsors.
f

THE HONG KONG REVERSION ACT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, in less
than 5 months nearly a century of Brit-
ish rule will end and Hong Kong will
become a special administrative region
of China. Nobody knows exactly what
will happen in Hong Kong on that night
or in ensuing months and years. This
reversion is unprecedented in its com-
plexity.

Hong Kong, one of the world’s most
efficient economies, will become part
of an emerging giant that has yet to
integrate itself fully into the world
economy and the international commu-
nity and which has only begun to ex-
periment with democracy at the vil-
lage level.

The United Kingdom and the People’s
Republic of China have largely agreed
upon the basic rules for Hong Kong’s
reversion in the Sino-British Joint
Declaration of 1984. For its part, China
has agreed to grant Hong Kong more
autonomy than international law re-
quires.

In Hong Kong’s Constitution, the
basic law of 1989, the National People’s
Congress unveiled a one-country, two-
system arrangement for 50 years. Dur-
ing that time, Hong Kong is supposed
to enjoy a high degree of autonomy, ex-
cept in the areas of foreign affairs and
defense.

It is rumored that over 7,000 journal-
ists from around the world will be on
hand at midnight on June 30, 1997, to
witness the official handover. Presum-
ably those journalists will be there to
observe whether the transition goes
smoothly. Already the press coverage
in Hong Kong has become intense.

In large part, the attention focused
on Hong Kong by the international
press has been fueled by misguided or
heavy-handed efforts by the Chinese
Government to disband the current leg-
islative council and replace it with the
provisional legislature, to alter civil
rights protections in Hong Kong, and
to improperly influence the extremely
efficient and extraordinarily important
civil service of Hong Kong.

Today, with a number of colleagues, I
am introducing the Hong Kong Rever-

sion Act that will aid Congress in wad-
ing through all of the important issues
and this complex transition by building
on the Hong Kong Policy Act of 1992. It
will require assessments and reports by
the Secretary of State in very specific
areas so that the President can deter-
mine whether to maintain current
United States law and policies involv-
ing Hong Kong.

In addition, I am especially pleased
to report that a team of specialists
from the Library of Congress, led by
Kerry Dumbaugh, has, at my request,
just completed an excellent com-
prehensive report entitled ‘‘Hong
Kong’s Reversion to China: Implica-
tions for the United States.’’ This ex-
cellent report will also greatly assist
the Congress in this important task, so
I am allowing the Library of Congress
to make this report publicly available
today.

Mr. Speaker, this Member invites the
cosponsorship and support of this legis-
lation by any and all of my colleagues.
Original cosponsors include the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN],
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM-
ILTON], the gentleman from California
[Mr. BERMAN], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON], the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT], the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER],
the gentleman from American Samoa
[Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA], the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE], the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
COX].
f

TRIBUTE TO THE PEOPLE OF
LITHUANIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. SHIMKUS] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to the people of
Lithuania, who, through tireless perse-
verance, are celebrating their inde-
pendence on Sunday, February 16.

Referred to as the crossroads of Eu-
rope, with the geographical center of
Europe just to the north of the capital
of Vilnius, Lithuania is a fascinating
and diverse country rich in history and
tradition. I am proud to be a descend-
ent of a Lithuanian immigrant to the
United States. My great grandfather,
Casper Shimkus, came to this country
in hopes of finding the American
Dream. It is my pleasure to carry on
his name and his Lithuanian heritage,
a heritage strong in work ethic, per-
sonal responsibility, and the ability to
overcome adversity.

As Americans, there are certain
rights we take for granted, all of which
can be found in our Bill of Rights.
Lithuanians have struggled for these
rights, a struggle which has expanded
the centuries.

Since the founding of the first Lith-
uanian state in 1236, Lithuania has

been occupied by czarist Russia for a
majority of the time, an occupation
which lasted continuously from 1795 to
1915. During that time, the people of
Lithuania were subjected to many
hardships, including being unable to
use the Latin alphabet, lack of reli-
gious freedom, and desecration of their
cultural identity.

With the collapse of czarist Russia at
the end of World War I, Lithuanians
took advantage of the opportunity to
regain their independence. On Feb-
ruary 16, 1918, the Lithuanian National
Council met and declared the restora-
tion of Lithuania’s independence. After
defending itself against foreign armies
traveling across the territory after the
war, by the early 1920’s Lithuania was
a free nation rebuilding its own politi-
cal culture and economic life.

This freedom was short-lived for the
Lithuanian people. On August 23, 1939,
the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany
entered into a pact which placed Lith-
uania in the Soviets’ sphere of influ-
ence. On June 15, 1940, in violation of
international law, the Soviet Union in-
vaded Lithuania. The occupation by
the Soviet Union lasted for about 1
year until Nazi Germany forced the So-
viets out and then occupied this coun-
try.

b 1545

It was during the next 3 years of Nazi
occupation that most of Lithuania’s
200,000 Jewish citizens were murdered.
After the fall of Nazi Germany, the So-
viets stepped in and again occupied
Lithuania. However, the idea of an
independent Lithuania never died. In
the late 1980’s, as changes were taking
place throughout the Soviet Union,
Lithuanians organized a powerful inde-
pendence movement.

After four decades of suppression of
their culture and heritage, the Lithua-
nian people rose up in peaceful protest.
The continued protest and push for
independence finally culminated in
1990, with proindependence candidates
winning a clear majority in elections
to the Parliament of the Lithuanian
Soviet Socialist Republic. On March 11,
1990, the reestablishment of an inde-
pendent Lithuanian State was pro-
claimed. After a final, unsuccessful
coup attempt by a few Soviet military
units in 1991, Lithuania took its right-
ful place in the international commu-
nity as a vibrant, independent country.

Now led by a parliamentary democ-
racy, the determined Lithuanian peo-
ple are beginning to feel the full bene-
fits of freedom, religious freedom, a
taste of democracy, and movement to-
ward an effective free market econ-
omy. The United States must lend its
full support to not only Lithuania, but
to all the Baltic States now. This is
not the time for our administration to
waver on its position toward the Bal-
tics.

With the instability of the political
situation in Russia, it is in the long-
term interest of the United States to
promote democracy and free markets
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in the region, in hopes that it may
counteract possible instability. It is
now time for the United States to rec-
ognize the struggle the Lithuanians
have had for freedom and democracy,
and support these brave people for
their determination and moral prin-
ciples they exemplify, rather than side-
step the issue so that we do not jeop-
ardize our relationship with Russia.

At this time, Lithuania is looking for
an invitation for at least one Baltic
country in the first round of NATO en-
largement at the Madrid summit this
July. This invitation would promote an
alliance between Western ideas and the
Baltic region, providing security so
that the Baltic States may continue
with their pro-Democratic reforms.

As Americans in the post-cold-war
era, we all should be trying to promote
peace, democracy, and free-market en-
terprise in the region, which could be
achieved with the NATO expansion, in-
cluding part of the Baltic States. It is
for these reasons that I am a strong
supporter of the concurrent resolution
offered by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON], recommending
the integration of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania into NATO.

Most of all, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to congratulate all Lithuanians on
their independence, and ask that my
colleagues join in supporting this
proud Nation. The fate of their liberty
now rests on the determination of the
Lithuanian people to preserve and pro-
tect a democratic government. As
Americans, we should not only con-
gratulate this country for their newly
emerging democracy, but support their
efforts to become a member of NATO.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. COX].

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, I
am proud to join with my colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois, and with
my other colleagues in the U.S. House
of Representatives, in recognizing
Lithuanian Independence Day this
Sunday.

Lithuanian independence, of course,
is not something that the people of
Lithuania and the people of the free
world won from the Soviet Union. It is
something that Lithuania declared for
itself 79 years ago, in 1918. What Lith-
uania did in my lifetime, and some-
thing in which I am proud to have par-
ticipated, was to reassert successfully
that independence, to do so at a time
when the Soviet Union was not so vul-
nerable as looking back in history it
might appear to us it was.

At the end of the 21st century, it now
must appear obvious to everyone that
the Soviet Union was inevitably going
to collapse of its own weight. But the
Red army was very strong in the 1980’s,
and the Black Berets were very strong
and intimidating in the 1980’s.

The truth is that even under those
policies of glasnost and perestroika,
that Mikhail Gorbachev advanced with
such public relations flare throughout
the rest of the world, the boot of the
Red army was heavy and brutal indeed.

I traveled to Lithuania just after
what now is known by history as
Bloody Sunday, and the Black Berets
murdered so many Lithuanians who
were working toward reestablishment
of their independence that we will cele-
brate once again on Sunday.

The truth is that the free people, now
the free people of Lithuania—and Free-
dom House has just rated Lithuania as
a free nation objectively, using the
standards they used to measure rel-
ative freedom throughout the world—
the free people of Lithuania did some-
thing far more than establish their own
independence, their own civil rights,
their own civil liberties, their own
human rights and personal liberties.

They did something for all of us.
They helped tip the balance at that
very, very key moment in history
against communism, against the So-
viet Empire; and Lithuania, more than
any other people, is responsible for
helping topple the Soviet Empire. Lith-
uania was part of that empire,
unwillingly, of course. It was a captive
nation.

Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia have
enjoyed a special neighborly bond over
a period of many, many years. This
Sunday, on Lithuanian Independence
Day, there will be hoisted in Vilnius
not just the standard of the Lithuanian
nation, but also its Baltic neighbors,
Latvia and Estonia, to show Baltic sol-
idarity. Lithuania wants very much to
hasten its integration, its reintegra-
tion, into the community of Europe.

As my colleague, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. SHIMKUS] has so properly
pointed out, that should include Eu-
rope’s security arrangements, and it
should include NATO. He and I and
many of our colleagues in this body,
Democrats and Republicans, have been
urging that this 1999 date be acceler-
ated, that we not prolong a process
that should be taking place much more
quickly, and that Hungary and Poland
and the Czech Republic, for starters, be
admitted to NATO on a much more
rapid timetable, and that the Baltics
very soon afterward be admitted as
well.

Thinking back to the key events that
led to the reassertion of Lithuania’s
independence, it is remarkable more
than anything else to me to think of
who was the unlikely general that led
that battle against the Red army.

The most inspiring image for me is
that of a piano teacher, a piano teacher
at the Conservatory of Music in
Vilnius. His name is Doctor, because he
is that, of course, by his educational
training, Vytautus Landsbergis.
Vytautus Landsbergis headed up
Sajudis, fighting for human rights,
fighting for freedom, fighting for de-
mocracy, well before the successful re-
establishment of Lithuanian independ-
ence.

I had a chance early on, after I got
elected to Congress in 1989, to work
with him in that fight. I had a chance
to be with him on election night when
he was elected President of Lithuania.

It was a very, very inspiring thing. But
it was not very easy for me to get into
Lithuania, because I and the handful of
congressional colleagues, that at-
tempted to travel to Lithuania with
me as observers of this election, were
kept out by the Soviet Union.

This was not some casual bureau-
cratic dismissal of the travel plans of
some Members of Congress, this was a
decision taken at the highest level by
Edward Shevardnadze, who is the For-
eign Minister of the Soviet Union, and
by the Supreme Soviet, which voted to
keep us out.

We were held in East Berlin for a pro-
longed period, until finally, around
midnight on election night, we were
able to get in, and President-elect
Landsbergis and all of the Sajudis lead-
ers who were with him met us on the
tarmac in the middle of the night, and
we embraced. It was very, very emo-
tional. It was a thrill for the reason
that I mentioned earlier, not just be-
cause there had been a free election in
Lithuania, and because the people fi-
nally had spoken after so many years
of being made slaves by their Com-
munist overlords, but because here was
the official commencement of the col-
lapse of the Soviet Empire.

The rest of the world started to
awaken to the fact that the Soviet
Union was finished on that night. It
has not been easy for Lithuania in the
wake of that very emotional success.
Lithuania has had to work hard to re-
establish the rule of law and the fun-
damentals of free enterprise that make
human prosperity possible. They have
been doing a good job of it, but they
can do a better job, and in future elec-
tions I think we will see the forces of
democracy and the forces of free enter-
prise doing even better.

Integration into NATO, in my view,
is a way to institutionalize that move-
ment. It is very important for us to
keep raising that point, because in
1997, that is one of the significant ways
that our foreign policy and the foreign
policy of Europe and the foreign policy
of the Baltics intersect.

I will just remark to my colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois, how proud
I am to be here with a member of Lith-
uanian ancestry, direct Lithuanian an-
cestry, because it has been my privi-
lege to be made an honorary Lithua-
nian. I have not done this by birth. But
I am so proud of the associations that
I have with Lithuanian-Americans and
the people in Lithuania that I have
met on my multiple trips there. I want
to thank the gentleman very much,
and offer my good wishes to him as he
continues to be a leader on this subject
in the Congress.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
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which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of my special
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.
f

INTRODUCING LEGISLATION TO
RENAME THE SOUTHERN PIED-
MONT CONSERVATION RESEARCH
CENTER AS THE J. PHIL CAMP-
BELL SENIOR NATURAL RE-
SOURCE CONSERVATION CENTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
MCINNIS]. Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. NOR-
WOOD] is recognized for the balance of
the time as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. NORWOOD. Today, Mr. Speaker,
I again rise to introduce legislation to
rename the Southern Piedmont Con-
servation Research Center in
Watkinsville, GA, after a great pioneer
in Georgia agriculture, J. Phil Camp-
bell, Sr.

When I introduced this legislation in
the 104th Congress, my good friend, the
honorable gentleman from Georgia
[JOHN LINDER] was the only cosponsor,
but today I introduced this legislation
with the support of eight of my Geor-
gia colleagues, in hopes of recognizing
Mr. Campbell for his many contribu-
tions to Georgia farmers.

I want to thank my colleagues, as
well as Mr. COVERDELL and Mr.
CLELAND in the Senate, for introducing
this legislation in that body.

J. Phil Campbell, Sr. lived for only 66
years, but in that time he gave more to
men and women of this country than
can be measured. His contributions to
agriculture, not only in the Southeast
but throughout the Nation, are well
known and widely recognized. James
Philander Campbell was born in Dallas,
GA, just northeast of Atlanta, on
March 2, 1878.

He grew up on a farm, and at the age
of 17, began teaching school. At a
young age, J. Phil Campbell, Sr. fought
for and helped to secure legislation to
authorize agricultural instruction in
Georgia’s rural schools. In 1907 he
spent 6 months traveling throughout
our State, advocating for the creation
of district agricultural schools and a
State college of agriculture.

All of this was done before he turned
30. Between 1908 and 1910, Mr. Campbell
served as the first farm extension su-
pervisor to the Southeast region. This
was done before the passage of the
Smith-Lever Act in 1915, which created
the Federal Extension Service.

In 1910, he began a career as the
Georgia State agent for the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture. He also
served on the staff of Georgia State
University’s College of Agriculture.

During his tenure, he organized near-
ly 13,000 children in corn and canning
clubs, and 5,000 Georgia farmers into
farming demonstration work. These ef-

forts were done under the supervision
of Dr. Seaman Knapp at the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture.
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During this time, Mr. Campbell also
served as the director of extension
work in agriculture and home econom-
ics. In 1933, he took a leave of absence
to assist the Agriculture Adjustment
Administration in its cotton belt crop
replenishment division. After 1935, he
was elevated to a Federal position in
the Roosevelt Administration as assist-
ant chief of the Soil Conservation
Service in USDA. He served in that ca-
pacity until he died in December, 1944.

In addition to his clear record of ac-
complishments in education, Mr.
Campbell was also extremely inter-
ested in agricultural research and
maintained close ties with the agri-
culture experiment stations in Georgia.
He was integral in the creation of the
Southern Piedmont Conservation Re-
search Center and in choosing its site
just outside of Athens and the Univer-
sity of Georgia.

When funding for the center was
threatened in its first year, Phil Camp-
bell fought to keep the center open and
secure its line of funding. It exists to
this day on Experimental Station Road
in Watkinsville, GA.

I again introduce this legislation to
recognize Mr. Campbell’s contributions
to agriculture and to the communities
and the Nation he served so ably.

Fortunately, Mr. Campbell’s con-
tributions were also recognized during
his lifetime. Mr. Campbell was recog-
nized in the Who’s Who in America col-
lection in the 1940s. Likewise in the
mid 1930s, Dean Paul Chapman, the
first dean of the University of Geor-
gia’s College of Agriculture said and I
quote, ‘‘J. Phil Campbell and I were
pioneers in promoting professional ag-
ricultural work and in the establishing
of agencies to carry on such work.
With little professional training our-
selves, we were plowing new ground to
create such training.’’

Later in a ceremony honoring Mr.
Campbell after he had departed Wash-
ington, Dean Chapman stated that ‘‘no
one had as many friends in Georgia as
did J. Phil Campbell.’’

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to again in-
troduce this legislation. In a 1996 letter
from the USDA, Secretary of Agri-
culture Dan Glickman stated that
while the USDA generally discourages
the naming of its laboratories after
any one individual, given the depart-
ment’s admiration and appreciation of
‘‘the great service Mr. Campbell has
rendered to agriculture and the Na-
tion,’’ the USDA has no objection to
the enactment of this legislation.

I also received assurances from CBO
that enactment of this bill will result
in no significant cost to the Federal
Government and does not include any
intergovernmental or private sector
mandates.

Given this, I again urge my col-
leagues to join with me this year to

recognize Mr. Campbell’s many con-
tributions in supporting passage of this
legislation.

I would like to say that my friend J.
Campbell, III, we know that he is
recuperating in the hospital and we
wish him a hasty recovery. And we and
all Georgians are very proud of his
grandfather.

Mr. Speaker, I include a statement
by the gentleman from Georgia [JOHN
LINDER] in the RECORD:

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, as a Georgian, I
am proud to cosponsor this bill to rename the
Southern Piedmont Conservation Research
Center in Watkinsville, GA as the J. Phil
Campbell, Senior Natural Resource Conserva-
tion Center.

For those who may not be familiar with Mr.
Campbell and his contributions to Georgia and
the Nation, let me give you a brief history of
this great man. Born in Dallas, GA in 1878, J.
Phil Campbell became a teacher of men at the
early age of 17. By age 26, he had worked his
way up to assistant superintendent at the first
demonstration school in Georgia.

In 1913, Mr. Campbell began working with
the Department of Agriculture’s Extension
Service Demonstration Projects. Demonstrat-
ing his zeal for teaching and his enthusiasm
for agriculture, J. Phil Campbell, in 1915, be-
came Georgia’s first Farm Extension Service
Director, a position that he maintained until the
1930’s.

He then gave his educational efforts a na-
tional focus. After serving as a consultant to
President Roosevelt’s Department of Agri-
culture, Mr. Campbell was appointed as the
Assistant Chief of the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice, a position in which he proudly served until
his death in 1944.

Not only did J. Phil Campbell act as a cata-
lyst to begin and sustain the farm education
effort in Georgia, he focused the Nation’s at-
tention in this direction. Among other accom-
plishments, his efforts resulted in the estab-
lishment of the Southern Piedmont Conserva-
tion Center in Watkinsville. Though only a
small gesture in comparison to Mr. Campbell’s
life work, renaming the Conservation Center to
honor him is an act that I am proud to support.

Though his work ended just over 50 years
ago, the impact that J. Phil Campbell had on
Georgia and the Nation is everlasting. Let the
J. Phil Campbell, Senior Natural Resource
Conservation Center be a constant reminder
of our gratitude.
f

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE
COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECU-
RITY, 105TH CONGRESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the
requirement of clause 2(a) of rule XI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, I sub-
mit herewith the rules of the Committee on
National Security for the 105th Congress and
ask that they be printed in the RECORD at this
point. The committee rules were agreed to by
a unanimous voice vote of the committee on
February 5, 1997, a quorum being present.

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL
SECURITY—104TH CONGRESS

RULE 1. APPLICATION OF HOUSE RULES

The Rules of the House of Representatives
are the rules of the Committee on National
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Security (hereafter referred to in these rules
as the ‘‘Committee’’) and its subcommittees
so far as applicable.

RULE 2. FULL COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

(a) The Committee shall meet every Tues-
day at 10:00 a.m., and at such other times as
may be fixed by the chairman of the Com-
mittee (hereafter referred to in these rules
as the ‘‘Chairman’’), or by written request of
members of the Committee pursuant to
clause 2(c) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives.

(b) A Tuesday meeting of the committee
may be dispensed with by the Chairman, but
such action may be reversed by a written re-
quest of a majority of the members of the
Committee.

RULE 3. SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DATES

Each subcommittee is authorized to meet,
hold hearings, receive evidence, and report
to the Committee on all matters referred to
it. Insofar as possible, meetings of the Com-
mittee and its subcommittees shall not con-
flict. A subcommittee chairman shall set
meeting dates after consultation with the
Chairman and the other subcommittee chair-
men with a view toward avoiding simulta-
neous scheduling of committee and sub-
committee meetings or hearings wherever
possible.

RULE 4. SUBCOMMITTEES

The Committee shall be organized to con-
sist of five standing subcommittees with the
following jurisdictions:

Subcommittee on Military Installations
and Facilities: military construction; real
estate acquisitions and disposals; housing
and support; base closure; and related legis-
lative oversight.

Subcommittee on Military Personnel: mili-
tary forces and authorized strengths; inte-
gration of active and reserve components;
military personnel policy; compensation and
other benefits; and related legislative over-
sight.

Subcommittee on Military Procurement:
the annual authorization for procurement of
military weapon systems and components
thereof, including full scale development and
systems transition; military application of
nuclear energy; and related legislative over-
sight.

Subcommittee on Military Readiness: the
annual authorization for operation and
maintenance; the readiness and preparedness
requirements of the defense establishment;
and related legislative oversight.

Subcommittee on Military Research and
Development: the annual authorization for
military research and development and re-
lated legislative oversight.

RULE 5. COMMITTEE PANELS

(a) The Chairman may designate a panel of
the Committee drawn from members of the
committee to inquire into and take testi-
mony on a matter or matters that fall with-
in the jurisdiction of more than one sub-
committee and to report to the Committee.

(b) No panel so appointed shall continue in
existence for more than six months. A panel
so appointed may, upon the expiration of six
months, be reappointed by the Chairman.

(c) No panel so appointed shall have legis-
lative jurisdiction.

RULE 6. REFERENCE OF LEGISLATION AND
SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

(a) The Chairman shall refer legislation
and other matters to the appropriate sub-
committee or to the full Committee.

(b) Legislation shall to taken up for hear-
ing only when called by the Chairman of the
Committee or subcommittee, as appropriate,
or by a majority of those present and voting.

(c) The Chairman, with approval of a ma-
jority vote of a quorum of the Committee,

shall have authority to discharge a sub-
committee from consideration of any meas-
ure or matter referred thereto and have such
measure or matter considered by the Com-
mittee.

(d) Reports and recommendations of a sub-
committee may not be considered by the
Committee until after the intervention of 3
calendar days from the time the report is ap-
proved by the subcommittee and available to
the members of the Committee, except that
this rule may be waived by a majority vote
of a quorum of the Committee.

RULE 7. PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS
AND MEETINGS

Pursuant to clause 2(g)(3) of rule XI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, the
Chairman of the Committee or of any sub-
committee or panel shall make public an-
nouncement of the date, place, and subject
matter of any committee or subcommittee
hearing at least one week before the com-
mencement of the hearing. However, if the
Chairman of the Committee or of any sub-
committee or panel, with the concurrence of
the ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee or of any subcommittee or panel, de-
termines that there is good cause to begin
the hearing sooner, or if the Committee sub-
committee or panel so determines by major-
ity vote, a quorum being present for the
transaction of business, such chairman shall
make the announcement at the earliest pos-
sible date. Any announcement made under
this rule shall be promptly published in the
Daily Digest and promptly entered into the
committee scheduling service of the House
Information Resources.

RULE 8. BROADCASTING OF COMMITTEE
HEARINGS AND MEETINGS

Clause 3(f) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives shall apply to the
Committee.
RULE 9. MEETINGS AND HEARINGS OPEN TO THE

PUBLIC

(a) Each hearing and meeting for the trans-
action of business, including the markup of
legislation, conducted by the Committee or a
subcommittee shall be open to the public ex-
cept when the Committee or subcommittee,
in open session and with a majority being
present, determines by rollcall vote that all
or part of the remainder of that hearing or
meeting on that day shall be closed to the
public because disclosure of testimony, evi-
dence, or other matters to be considered
would endanger the national security, would
compromise sensitive law enforcement infor-
mation, or would violate any law or rule of
the House of Representatives. Notwithstand-
ing the requirements of the preceding sen-
tence, a majority of those present, there
being in attendance no less than two mem-
bers of the committee or subcommittee, may
vote to close a hearing or meeting for the
sole purpose of discussing whether testimony
or evidence to be received would endanger
the national security, would compromise
sensitive law enforcement information, or
would violate any law or rule of the House of
Representatives. If the decision is to close,
the vote must be by rollcall vote and in open
session, there being a majority of the Com-
mittee or subcommittee present.

(b) Whenever it is asserted that the evi-
dence or testimony at a hearing or meeting
may tend to defame, degrade, or incriminate
any person, and notwithstanding the require-
ments of (a) and the provisions of clause
2(g)(2) of rule XI of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, such evidence or testimony
shall be presented in closed session, if by a
majority vote of those present, there being
in attendance no less than two members of
the Committee or subcommittee, the Com-
mittee or subcommittee determines that

such evidence may tend to defame, degrade
or incriminate any person. A majority of
those present, there being in attendance no
less than two members of the Committee or
subcommittee, may also vote to close the
hearing or meeting for the sole purpose dis-
cussing whether evidence or testimony to be
received would tend to defame, degrade or
incriminate any person. The Committee or
subcommittee shall proceed to receive such
testimony in open session only if the Com-
mittee or subcommittee, a majority being
present, determines that such evidence or
testimony will not tend to defame, degrade
or incriminate any person.

(c) Notwithstanding the foregoing, and
with the approval of the Chairman, each
member of the Committee may designate by
letter to the Chairman, a member of that
member’s personal staff with Top Secret se-
curity clearance to attend hearings of the
Committee, or that member’s subcommit-
tee(s) which have been closed under the pro-
visions of rule 9(a) above for national secu-
rity purposes for the taking of testimony:
Provided, That such staff member’s attend-
ance at such hearings is subject to the ap-
proval of the Committee or subcommittee as
dictated by national security requirements
at the time: Provided further, That this
paragraph addresses hearings only and not
briefings or meetings held under the provi-
sions of paragraph (a) of this rule; and Pro-
vided further, That the attainment of any se-
curity clearances involved is the responsibil-
ity of individual members.

(d) Pursuant to clause 2(g)(2) of rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
no member may be excluded from
nonparticipatory attendance at any hearing
of the Committee or a subcommittee, unless
the House of Representatives shall by major-
ity vote authorize the Committee or sub-
committee, for purposes of a particular se-
ries of hearings on a particular article of leg-
islation or on a particular subject of inves-
tigation, to close its hearings to members by
the same procedures designated in this rule
for closing hearings to the public: Provided,
however, That the Committee or the sub-
committee may by the same procedure vote
to close up to 5 additional consecutive days
of hearings.

RULE 10. QUORUM

(a) For purposes of taking testimony and
receiving evidence, two Members shall con-
stitute a quorum.

(b) One-third of the Members of the Com-
mittee or subcommittee shall constitute a
quorum for taking any action, with the fol-
lowing exceptions, in which case a majority
of the Committee or subcommittee shall
constitute a quorum:

(1) Reporting a measure or recommenda-
tion;

(2) Closing committee or subcommittee
meetings and hearings to the public; and

(3) Authorizing the issuance of subpoenas.
(c) No measure or recommendation shall be

reported to the House of Representatives un-
less a majority of the Committee is actually
present.

RULE 11. THE FIVE-MINUTE RULE

(a) The time any one member may address
the Committee or subcommittee on any
measure or matter under consideration shall
not exceed 5 minutes and then only when the
member has been recognized by the Chair-
man or subcommittee chairman, as appro-
priate, except that this time limit may be
exceeded by unanimous consent. Any mem-
ber, upon request, shall be recognized for not
to exceed 5 minutes to address the Commit-
tee or subcommittee on behalf of an amend-
ment which the member has offered to any
pending bill or resolution. The 5 minute lim-
itation shall not apply to the Chairman and
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ranking minority member of the committee
or subcommittee.

(b) Members present at a hearing of the
Committee or subcommittee when a hearing
is originally convened will be recognized by
the Chairman or subcommittee chairman, as
appropriate, in order of seniority. Those
members arriving subsequently will be rec-
ognized in order of their arrival. Notwith-
standing the foregoing, the Chairman and
the ranking minority member will take prec-
edence upon their arrival. In recognizing
members to question witnesses in this fash-
ion, the Chairman shall take into consider-
ation the ratio of the majority to minority
members present and shall establish the
order of recognition for questioning in such
a manner as not to disadvantage the mem-
bers of the majority.

(c) No person other than Members of Con-
gress and committee staff may be seated in
or behind the dais area during committee,
subcommittee, or panel hearings or meet-
ings.

RULE 12. SUBPOENA AUTHORITY

(a) For the purpose of carrying out any of
its functions and duties under rules X and XI
of the Rules of the House of Representatives,
the Committee and any subcommittee is au-
thorized (subject to subparagraph (b)(1) of
this paragraph):

(1) to sit and at such times and places
within the United States, whether the House
is in session, has recessed, or has adjourned,
and to hold hearings, and

(2) to require by subpoena, or otherwise,
the attendance and testimony of such wit-
nesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memorandums, pa-
pers and documents as it deems necessary.
The Chairman of the Committee, or any
member designated by the Chairman, may
administer oaths to any witness.

(b)(1) A subpoena may be authorized and is-
sued by the Committee, or any subcommit-
tee with the concurrence of the full Commit-
tee Chairman, under subparagraph (a)(2) in
the conduct of any investigation, or series of
investigations or activities, only when au-
thorized by a majority of the members vot-
ing, a majority of the Committee or sub-
committee being present. Authorized subpoe-
nas shall be signed only by the Chairman, or
by any member designated by the Chairman.

(2) Pursuant to clause 2(m) of rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
compliance with any subpoena issued by the
Committee or any subcommittee under sub-
paragraph (a)(2) may be enforced only as au-
thorized or directed by the House.

(c) No witness served with a subpoena by
the Committee shall be required against his
or her will to be photographed at any hear-
ing or to give evidence or testimony while
the broadcasting of that hearing, by radio or
television, is being conducted. At the request
of any such witness who does not wish to be
subjected to radio, television, or still photog-
raphy coverage, all lenses shall be covered
and all microphones used for coverage turned
off. This subparagraph is supplementary to
clause 2(k)(5) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, relating to the
protection of the rights of witnesses.

RULE 13. WITNESS STATEMENTS

(a) Any prepared statement to be presented
by a witness to the Committee or a sub-
committee shall be submitted to the Com-
mittee or subcommittee at least 48 hours in
advance of presentation and shall be distrib-
uted to all members of the Committee or
subcommittee at least 24 hours in advance of
presentation. A copy of any such prepared
statement shall also be submitted to the
committee in electronic form contempora-
neously with submission of the prepared
written statement. If a prepared statement

contains security information bearing a clas-
sification of secret or higher, the statement
shall be made available in the Committee
rooms to all members of the Committee or
subcommittee at least 24 hours in advance of
presentation; however, no such statement
shall be removed from the Committee offi-
cers. The requirement of this rule may be
waived by a majority vote of a quorum of the
Committee or subcommittee, as appropriate.

(b) The Committee and each subcommittee
shall require each witness who is to appear
before it to file with the Committee in ad-
vance of his or her appearance a written
statement of the proposed testimony and to
limit the oral presentation at such appear-
ance to a brief summary of his or her argu-
ment.

RULE 14. ADMINISTERING OATHS TO WITNESSES

(a) The Chairman, or any member des-
ignated by the Chairman, may administer
oaths to any witness.

(b) Witnesses, when sworn, shall subscribe
to the following oath:

Do you solemnly swear (or affirm) that the
testimony you will give before this Commit-
tee (or subcommittee) in the matters now
under consideration will be the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so
help you God?

RULE 15. QUESTIONING OF WITNESSES

(a) When a witness is before the Committee
or a subcommittee, members of the Commit-
tee or subcommittee may put questions to
the witness only when they have been recog-
nized by the Chairman or subcommittee
chairman, as appropriate, for that purpose.

(b) Members of the Committee or sub-
committee who so desire shall have not to
exceed 5 minutes to interrogate each witness
until such time as each member has had an
opportunity to interrogate such witness;
thereafter, additional rounds for questioning
witnesses by members are discretionary with
the Chairman or subcommittee chairman, as
appropriate.

(c) Questions put to witnesses before the
Committee or subcommittee shall be perti-
nent to the measure or matter that may be
before the Committee or subcommittee for
consideration.
RULE 16. PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE HEARINGS

AND MARKUPS

The transcripts of those hearings and
mark-ups conducted by the Committee or a
subcommittee which are decided by the
Chairman to be officially published will be
published in verbatim form, with the mate-
rial requested for the record inserted at that
place requested, or at the end of the record,
as appropriate. Any requests to correct any
errors, other than those in transcription, or
disputed errors in transcription, will be ap-
pended to the record, and the appropriate
place where the change is requested will be
footnoted.

RULE 17. VOTING AND ROLLCALLS

(a) Voting on a measure or matter may be
by rollcall vote, division vote, voice vote, or
unanimous consent.

(b) A rollcall of the members may be had
upon the request of one-fifth of those
present.

(c) No vote by any member of the Commit-
tee or a subcommittee with respect to any
measure or matter may be cast by proxy.

(d) In the event of a vote or votes, when a
member is in attendance at any other Com-
mittee, subcommittee, or conference com-
mittee meeting during that time, the nec-
essary absence of that member shall be so re-
corded in the rollcall record, upon timely no-
tification to the Chairman by that member.

RULE 18. COMMITTEE REPORTS

(a) If, at the time of approval of any meas-
ure or matter by the Committee, any mem-

ber of the Committee gives timely notice of
intention to file supplemental, minority, ad-
ditional or dissenting views, that member
shall be entitled to not less than 2 calendar
days (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and
legal holidays) in which to file such views, in
writing and signed by that member, with the
staff director of the Committee. All such
views so filed by one or more members of the
Committee shall be included within, and
shall be a part of, the report filed by the
Committee with respect to that measure or
matter.

(b) With respect to each rollcall vote on a
motion to report any measure or matter, and
on any amendment offered to the measure or
matter, the total number of votes cast for
and against, the names of those voting for
and against, and a brief description of the
question, shall be included in the committee
report on the measure or matter.

RULE 19. POINTS OF ORDER

No point of order shall lie with respect to
any measure reported by the Committee or
any subcommittee on the ground that hear-
ings on such measure were not conducted in
accordance with the provisions of the rules
of the Committee; except that a point of
order on that ground may be made by any
member of the Committee or subcommittee
which reported the measure if, in the Com-
mittee or subcommittee, such point of order
was (a) timely made and (b) improperly over-
ruled or not properly considered.

RULE 20. PUBLIC INSPECTION OF COMMITTEE
ROLLCALLS

The result of each rollcall in any meeting
of the Committee shall be made available by
the Committee for inspection by the public
at reasonable times in the offices of the
Committee. Information so available for
public inspection shall include a description
of the amendment, motion, order, or other
proposition and the name of each member
voting for and each member voting against
such amendment, motion, order, or propo-
sition and the names of those members
present but not voting.

RULE 21. PROTECTION OF NATIONAL SECURITY
INFORMATION

(a) Except as provided in clause 2(g) of
Rule XI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, all national security informa-
tion bearing a classification of secret or
higher which has been received by the Com-
mittee or a subcommittee shall be deemed to
have been received in executive session and
shall be given appropriate safekeeping.

(b) The Chairman of the Committee shall,
with the approval of a majority of the Com-
mittee, establish such procedures as in his
judgment may be necessary to prevent the
unauthorized disclosure of any national se-
curity information received classified as se-
cret or higher. Such procedures shall, how-
ever, ensure access to this information by
any member of the Committee or any other
Member of the House of Representatives who
has requested the opportunity to review such
material.

RULE 22. COMMITTEE STAFFING

The staffing of the Committee and the
standing subcommittee shall be subject to
the rules of the House of Representatives.

RULE 23. COMMITTEE RECORDS

The records of the Committee at the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration
shall be made available for public use in ac-
cordance with rule XXXVI of the Rules of
the House of Representatives. The Chairman
shall notify the ranking minority member of
any decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or
clause 4(b) of rule XXXVI, to withhold a
record otherwise available, and the matter
shall be presented to the Committee for a de-
termination on the written request of any
member of the Committee.
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RULE 24. INVESTIGATIVE HEARING PROCEDURES

Clause 2(k) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives shall apply to the
Committee.

f

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSI-
NESS 105TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the
requirement of clause 2(a) of rule XI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, I sub-
mit herewith the rules of the Committee on
Small Business for the 105th Congress and
ask that they be printed in the RECORD at this
point. These rules were adopted by the com-
mittee on February 13, 1997.
RULES AND PROCEDURES OF THE COM-

MITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, U.S.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 105TH
CONGRESS

1. GENERAL PROVISIONS

The Rules of the House of Representatives,
and in particular the committee rules enu-
merated in rule XI, are the rules of the Com-
mittee on Small Business to the extent ap-
plicable and by this reference are incor-
porated. Each subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Small Business (hereinafter referred
to as the ‘‘committee’’) is a part of the com-
mittee and is subject to the authority and
direction of the committee, and to its rules
to the extent applicable.

2. REFERRAL OF BILLS BY CHAIRMAN

Unless retained for consideration by the
full committee, all legislation and other
matters referred to the committee shall be
referred by the Chairman to the subcommit-
tee of appropriate jurisdiction within 2
weeks. Where the subject matter of the refer-
ral involves the jurisdiction of more than
one subcommittee or does not fall within
any previously assigned jurisdictions, the
Chairman shall refer the matter as he may
deem advisable.

3. DATE OF MEETING

The regular meeting date of the committee
shall be the second Thursday of every month
when the House is in session. A regular
meeting of the Committee may be dispensed
with if, in the judgment of the Chairman,
there is no need for the meeting. Additional
meetings may be called by the Chairman as
he may deem necessary or at the request of
a majority of the members of the committee
in accordance with clause 2(c) of rule XI of
the House.

At least 3 days’ notice of such an addi-
tional meeting shall be given unless the
Chairman determines that there is good
cause to call the meeting on less notice.

The determination of the business to be
considered at each meeting shall be made by
the Chairman subject to clause 2(c) of rule
XI of the House.

A regularly scheduled meeting need not be
held if there is no business to be considered
or, upon at least 3 days’ notice, it may be set
for a different date.

4. ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS

Unless the Chairman, with the concurrence
of the ranking minority member, or the com-
mittee by majority vote, determines that
there is good cause to begin a hearing at an
earlier date, public announcement shall be
made of the date, place and subject matter of
any hearing to be conducted by the commit-
tee at least 1 week before the commence-
ment of that hearing.

5. MEETINGS AND HEARING OPEN TO THE
PUBLIC

(A) MEETINGS

Each meeting of the committee or its sub-
committees for the transaction of business,
including the markup of legislation, shall be
open to the public, including to radio, tele-
vision and still photography coverage, except
as provided by clause 3(f)(2) of rule XI of the
House, except when the committee or sub-
committee, in open session and with a ma-
jority present, determines by rollcall vote
that all or part of the remainder of the meet-
ing on that day shall be closed to the public
because disclosure of matters to be consid-
ered would endanger national security,
would compromise sensitive law enforcement
information, or would tend to defame, de-
grade or incriminate any person or otherwise
would violate any law or rule of the House:
Provided, however, That no person other than
members of the committee, and such con-
gressional staff and such executive branch
representatives as they may authorize, shall
be present in any business meeting or mark-
up session which has been closed to the pub-
lic.

(B) HEARINGS

Each hearing conducted by the committee
or its subcommittees shall be open to the
public, including radio, television and still
photography coverage, except when the com-
mittee or subcommittee, in open session and
with a majority present, determines by roll-
call vote that all or part of the remainder of
the meeting on that day shall be closed to
the public because disclosure of testimony,
evidence or other matters to be considered
would endanger the national security, would
compromise sensitive law enforcement infor-
mation, or would violate any law or rule of
the House: Provided, however, That the com-
mittee or subcommittee may be the same
procedure vote to close one subsequent day
of hearings. Notwithstanding the require-
ments of the preceding sentence a majority
of those present, there being in attendance
the requisite number required under the
rules of the committee to be present for the
purpose of taking testimony, (i) may vote to
close the hearing for the sole purpose of dis-
cussing whether testimony or evidence to be
received would endanger the national secu-
rity, would compromise sensitive law en-
forcement information, or violate clause
2(k)(5) of rule XI of the House; or (ii) may
vote to close the hearing, as provided in
clause 2(k)(5) of rule XI of the House.

No member of the House may be excluded
for nonparticipatory attendance at any hear-
ing of the committee or any subcommittee,
unless the House of Representatives shall by
majority vote authorize the committee or
subcommittee, for purposes of a particular
series of hearings on a particular article of
legislation or on a particular subject of in-
vestigation, to close its hearing to members
by the same procedures designated for clos-
ing hearings to the public.

6. WITNESSES

(A) STATEMENT OF WITNESSES

Each witness shall file with the commit-
tee, 48 hours in advance of his or her appear-
ance, 50 copies of his or her written state-
ment of proposed testimony, and shall limit
the oral presentation at such appearance to
a brief summary of his or her views.

The committee will provide public access
to its printed materials, including the pro-
posed testimony of witnesses, in electronic
form.

(B) INTERROGATION OF WITNESSES

The right to interrogate witnesses before
the committee or any of its subcommittees
shall alternate between the majority mem-

bers and the minority members. In recogniz-
ing members to question witnesses, the
Chairman may take into consideration the
ratio of majority and minority members
present.

7. SUBPOENAS

A subpoena may be authorized and issued
by the Chairman of the committee in the
conduct of any investigation or series of in-
vestigations or activities to require the at-
tendance and testimony of such witness and
the production of such books, records, cor-
respondence, memoranda, papers and docu-
ments as he deems necessary. The ranking
minority member shall be promptly notified
of the issuance of such a subpoena.

Such a subpoena may be authorized and is-
sued by the chairman of a subcommittee
with the approval of a majority of the mem-
bers of the subcommittee and the approval of
the Chairman of the committee.

8. QUORUM

No measure or recommendation shall be
reported unless a majority of the committee
was actually present. For purposes of taking
testimony or receiving evidence, two mem-
bers shall constitute a quorum. For all other
purposes, one-third of the members shall
constitute a quorum.

9. AMENDMENTS DURING MARKUP

Any amendment offered to any pending
legislation before the committee must be
made available in written form when re-
quested by any member of the committee. If
such amendment is not available in written
form when requested, the Chairman shall
allow an appropriate period for the provision
thereof.

10. PROXIES

No vote by any member of the committee
or any of its subcommittees with respect to
any measure or matter may be cast by
proxy.

11. NUMBER AND JURISDICTION OF
SUBCOMMITTEES

There will be four subcommittees as fol-
lows:

Empowerment (six Republicans and five
Democrats).

Government Programs and Oversight (six
Republicans and five Democrats).

Regulatory Reform and Paperwork Reduc-
tion (six Republicans and five Democrats).

Tax, Finance and Exports (six Republicans
and five Democrats).

During the 105th Congress, the Chairman
and ranking minority member shall be ex
officio members of all subcommittees, with-
out vote, and the full committee shall have
the authority to conduct oversight of all
areas of the committee’s jurisdiction:

In addition to conducting oversight in the
area of their respective jurisdiction, each
subcommittee shall have the following juris-
diction:

EMPOWERMENT

Promotion of business growth and opportu-
nities in economically depressed areas.

Oversight and investigative authority over
regulations and licensing policies that im-
pact small businesses located in high risk
communities.

General oversight of programs targeted to-
ward urban relief.

General promotion of business opportuni-
ties.

GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS AND OVERSIGHT

Small Business Act, Small Business Invest-
ment Act, and related legislation.

Federal Government programs that are de-
signed to assist business generally.

Small Business Innovation and Research
Program.

Participation of small business in Federal
procurement and Government contracts.
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Opportunities for minority and women-

owned businesses, including the SBA’s 8(a)
program.

Oversight and investigative authority gen-
erally.

REGULATORY REFORM AND PAPERWORK
REDUCTION

Oversight and investigative authority over
the regulatory and paperwork policies of all
Federal departments and agencies.

Regulatory Flexibility Act.
Paperwork Reduction Act.
Competition policy generally.

TAX, FINANCE AND EXPORTS

Tax policy and its impact on small busi-
ness.

Access to capital and finance issues gen-
erally.

Export opportunities and promotion.
12. COMMITTEE STAFF

(A) MAJORITY STAFF

The employees of the committee, except
those assigned to the minority as provided
below, shall be appointed and assigned, and
may be removed by the Chairman. Their re-
muneration shall be fixed by the Chairman,
and they shall be under the general super-
vision and direction of the Chairman.

(B) MINORITY STAFF

The employees of the committee assigned
to the minority shall be appointed and as-
signed, and their remuneration determined,
as the ranking minority member of the com-
mittee shall determine.

(C) SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF

The Chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the full committee shall endeavor to
ensure that sufficient staff is made available
to each subcommittee to carry out its re-
sponsibilities under the rules of the commit-
tee.

13. POWERS AND DUTIES OF SUBCOMMITTEES

Each subcommittee is authorized to meet,
hold hearings, receive evidence, and report
to the full committee on all matters referred
to it. Subcommittee chairmen shall set
meeting and hearing dates after consultation
with the Chairman of the full committee.
Meetings and hearings of subcommittees
shall not be scheduled to occur simulta-
neously with meetings or hearings of the full
committee.

14. SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

(A) INVESTIGATIVE HEARINGS

The report of any subcommittee on a mat-
ter which was the topic of a study or inves-
tigation shall include a statement concern-
ing the subject of the study or investigation,
the findings and conclusions, and rec-
ommendations for corrective action, if any,
together with such other material as the
subcommittee deems appropriate.

Such proposed reports shall first be ap-
proved by a majority of the subcommittee
members. After such approval has been se-
cured, the proposed report shall be sent to
each member of the full committee for his or
her supplemental, minority, or additional
views.

Any such views shall be in writing and
signed by the member and filed with the
clerk of the full committee within 5 calendar
days (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and
legal holidays) from the date of the trans-
mittal of the proposed report to the mem-
bers. Transmittal of the proposed report to
members shall be by hand delivery to the
members’ offices.

After the expiration of such 5 calendar
days, the report may be filed as a House re-
port.

(B) END OF CONGRESS

Each subcommittee shall submit to the
full committee, not later than November 15

of each even-numbered year, a report on the
activities of the subcommittee during the
Congress.

15. RECORDS

The committee shall keep a complete
record of all actions which shall include a
record of the votes of any question on which
a rollcall vote is demanded. The result of
each subcommittee rollcall vote, together
with a description of the matter voted upon,
shall promptly be made available to the full
committee. A record of such votes shall be
made available for inspection by the public
at reasonable times in the offices of the com-
mittee.

The committee shall keep a complete
record of all committee and subcommittee
activity which, in the case of any meeting or
hearing transcript, shall include a substan-
tially verbatim account of remarks actually
made during the proceedings, subject only to
technical, grammatical, and typographical
corrections authorized by the person making
the remarks involved.

The records of the committee at the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration
shall be made available in accordance with
rule XXXVI of the Rules of the House. The
Chairman of the full committee shall notify
the ranking minority member of the full
committee of any decision, pursuant to
clause 3(b)(3) or clause 4(b) of rule XXXVI of
the House, to withhold a record otherwise
available, and the matter shall be presented
to the committee for a determination of the
written request of any member of the com-
mittee.

16. ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED OR SENSITIVE
INFORMATION

Access to classified or sensitive informa-
tion supplied to the committee and attend-
ance at closed sessions of the committee or
its subcommittees shall be limited to mem-
bers and necessary committee staff and sten-
ographic reporters who have appropriate se-
curity clearance when the Chairman deter-
mines that such access or attendance is es-
sential to the functioning of the committee.

The procedures to be followed in granting
access to those hearings, records, data,
charts, and files of the committee which in-
volve classified information or information
deemed to be sensitive shall be as follows:

(a) Only Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives and specifically designated com-
mittee staff of the Committee on Small
Business may have access to such informa-
tion.

(b) Members who desire to read materials
that are in the possession of the committee
should notify the clerk of the committee or
the subcommittee possessing the materials.

(c) The clerk will maintain an accurate ac-
cess log which identifies the circumstances
surrounding access to the information, with-
out revealing the material examined.

(d) If the material desired to be reviewed is
material which the committee or sub-
committee deems to be sensitive enough to
require special handling, before receiving ac-
cess to such information, individuals will be
required to sign an access information sheet
acknowledging such access and that the indi-
vidual has read and understands the proce-
dures under which access is being granted.

(e) Material provided for review under this
rule shall not be removed from a specified
room within the committee offices.

(f) Individuals reviewing materials under
this rule shall make certain that the mate-
rials are returned to the proper custodian.

(g) No reproductions or recordings may be
made of any portion of such materials.

(h) The contents of such information shall
not be divulged to any person in any way,
form, shape or manner, and shall not be dis-
cussed with any person who has not received
the information in an authorized manner.

(i) When not being examined in the manner
described herein, such information will be
kept in secure safes or locked file cabinets in
the committee offices.

(j) These procedures only address access to
information the committee or a subcommit-
tee deems to be sensitive enough to require
special treatment.

(k) If a Member of the House of Represent-
atives believes that certain sensitive infor-
mation should not be restricted as to dis-
semination or use, the Member may petition
the committee or subcommittee to so rule.
With respect to information and materials
provided to the committee by the executive
branch, the classification of information and
materials as determined by the executive
branch shall prevail unless affirmatively
changed by the committee or the sub-
committee involved, after consultation with
the appropriate executive agencies.

(l) Other materials in the possession of the
committee are to be handled in accordance
with the normal practices and traditions of
the committee.

17. OTHER PROCEDURES

The Chairman of the full committee may
establish such other procedures and take
such actions as may be necessary to carry
out the foregoing rules or to facilitate the ef-
fective operation of the committee.

The committee may not be committed to
any expense whatever without the prior ap-
proval of the Chairman of the full commit-
tee.

18. AMENDMENTS TO COMMITTEE RULES

The rules of the committee may be modi-
fied, amended or repealed by a majority of
the members, at a meeting specifically
called for such purpose, but only if written
notice of the proposed change has been pro-
vided to each such member at least 3 days
before the time of the meeting.

f

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT
REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 105TH
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to the requirement of clause 2(a) or rule
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, I submit herewith the rules of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight
for the 105th Congress and ask that they be
printed in the RECORD at this point. These
rules were adopted by the committee on Feb-
ruary 12, 1997.
I. RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT

REFORM AND OVERSIGHT

RULE 1. APPLICATION OF RULES

Except where the terms ‘‘full committee’’
and ‘‘subcommittee’’ are specifically referred
to, the following rules shall apply to the
Committee on Government Reform and Over-
sight and its subcommittees as well as to the
respective chairmen. [See House Rule XI, 1.]

RULE 2. MEETINGS

The regular meetings of the full Commit-
tee shall be held on the second Tuesday of
each month at 10:00 a.m., when the House is
in session. The chairman is authorized to
dispense with a regular meeting or to change
the date thereof, and to call and convene ad-
ditional meetings, when circumstances war-
rant. A special meeting of the committee
may be requested by members of the com-
mittee following the provisions of House
Rule XI, 2(c)2. Subcommittees shall meet at
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the call of the subcommittee chairmen.
Every member of the committee or the ap-
propriate subcommittee, unless prevented by
unusual circumstances, shall be provided
with a memorandum at least three calendar
days before each meeting or hearing explain-
ing (1) the purpose of the meeting or hearing;
and (2) the names, titles, background and
reasons for appearance of any witnesses. The
ranking minority member shall be respon-
sible for providing the same information on
witnesses whom the minority may request.
[See House Rule XI, 2(b).]

RULE 3. QUORUMS

A majority of the members of the commit-
tee shall form a quorum, except that two
members shall constitute a quorum for tak-
ing testimony and receiving evidence, and
one-third of the members shall form a
quorum for taking any action other than the
reporting of a measure or recommendation.
If the chairman is not present at any meet-
ing of the committee or subcommittee, the
ranking member of the majority party on
the committee or subcommittee who is
present shall preside at that meeting. [See
House Rule XI, 2(h).]

RULE 4. COMMITTEE REPORTS

Bills and resolutions approved by the com-
mittee shall be reported by the chairman fol-
lowing House Rule XI, 2(l).

Every investigative report shall be ap-
proved by a majority vote of the committee
at a meeting at which a quorum is present.
Supplemental, minority, or additional views
may be filed following House Rule XI, 2(l)(5).
The time allowed for filing such views shall
be three calendar days, beginning on the day
of notice but excluding Saturday, Sundays,
and legal holidays (unless the House is in
session on such a day), unless the committee
agrees to a different time, but agreement on
a shorter time shall require the concurrence
of each member seeking to file such views. A
proposed report shall not be considered in
subcommittee or full committee unless the
proposed report has been available to the
members of such subcommittee or full com-
mittee for at least three calendar days (ex-
cluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holi-
days) before consideration of such proposed
report in subcommittee or full committee.
An investigative report or oversight report
will be considered as read if available, to the
members, at least 24 hours before consider-
ation, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and
legal holidays unless the House is in session
on such days. If hearings have been held on
the matter reported upon, every reasonable
effort shall be made to have such hearings
available to the members of the subcommit-
tee or full committee before the consider-
ation of the proposed report in such sub-
committee or full committee. An investiga-
tive or oversight report may be filed after
sine die adjournment of the last regular ses-
sion of the Congress, provided that if a mem-
ber gives timely notice of intention to file
supplemental, minority or additional views,
that member shall be entitled to not less
than seven calendar days in which to submit
such views for inclusion with the report.

Only those reports approved by a majority
vote of the committee may be ordered print-
ed, unless otherwise required by the Rules of
the House of Representatives.

RULE 5. PROXY VOTES

In accordance with the Rules of the House
of Representatives, members may not vote
by proxy on any measure or matter before
the committee or any subcommittee. [See
House Rule XI, 2(f).]

RULE 6. ROLL CALLS

A roll call of the members may be had
upon the request of any member upon ap-
proval of a one-fifth vote. [See House Rule
XI, 2(e).]

RULE 7. RECORD OF COMMITTEE ACTIONS

The committee staff shall maintain in the
committee offices a complete record of com-
mittee actions from the current Congress in-
cluding a record of the rollcall votes taken
at committee business meetings. The origi-
nal records, or true copies thereof, as appro-
priate, shall be available for public inspec-
tion whenever the committee offices are
open for public business. The staff shall as-
sure that such original records are preserved
with no unauthorized alteration, additions,
or defacement. [See House Rule XI, 2(e).]

RULE 8. SUBCOMMITTEES; REFERRALS

There shall be seven subcommittees with
appropriate party ratios that shall have
fixed jurisdictions. Bills, resolutions, and
other matters shall be referred by the chair-
man to subcommittees within two weeks for
consideration or investigation in accordance
with their fixed jurisdictions. Where the sub-
ject matter of the referral involves the juris-
diction of more than one subcommittee or
does not fall within any previously assigned
jurisdiction, the chairman shall refer the
matter as he may deem advisable. Bills, res-
olutions, and other matters referred to sub-
committees may be reassigned by the chair-
man when, in his judgement, the subcommit-
tee is not able to complete its work or can-
not reach agreement therein. In a sub-
committee having an even number of mem-
bers, if there is a tie vote with all members
voting on any measure, the measure shall be
placed on the agenda for full committee con-
sideration as if it had been ordered reported
by the subcommittee without recommenda-
tion. This provision shall not preclude fur-
ther action on the measure by the sub-
committee. [See House Rule XI, 1(a)(2).]

RULE 9. EX OFFICIO MEMBERS

The chairman and the ranking minority
member of the committee shall be ex officio
members of all subcommittees. They are au-
thorized to vote on subcommittee matters;
but, unless they are regular members of the
subcommittee, they shall not be counted in
determining a subcommittee quorum other
than a quorum for taking testimony.

RULE 10. STAFF

Except as otherwise provided by House
Rule XI, 5 and 6, the chairman of the full
committee shall have the authority to hire
and discharge employees of the professional
and clerical staff of the full committee and
of subcommittees.

RULE 11. STAFF DIRECTION

Except as otherwise provided by House
Rule XI, 5 and 6, the staff of the committee
shall be subject to the direction of the chair-
man of the full committee and shall perform
such duties as he may assign.

RULE 12: HEARING DATES AND WITNESSES

The chairman of the full committee will
announce the date, place, and subject matter
of all hearings at least one week before the
commencement of any hearings, unless he
determines, with the concurrence of the
ranking minority member, or the committee
determines by a vote, that there is good
cause to begin such hearings sooner. So that
the chairman of the full committee may co-
ordinate the committee facilities and hear-
ings plans, each subcommittee chairman
shall notify him of any hearing plans at least
two weeks before the date of commencement
of hearings, including the date, place, sub-
ject matter, and the names of witnesses,
willing and unwilling, who would be called to
testify, including, to the extent he is advised
thereof, witnesses whom the minority mem-
bers may request. The minority members
shall supply the names of witnesses they in-
tend to call to the chairman of the full com-
mittee or subcommittee at the earliest pos-

sible date. Witnesses appearing before the
committee shall so far as practicable, submit
written statements at least 24 hours before
their appearance and, when appearing in a
non-governmental capacity, provide a cur-
riculum vitae and a listing of any Federal
Government grants and contracts received in
the previous fiscal year. [See House Rules
XI, 2(g)(3), (g)(4), (j), and (k).]

RULE 13. OPEN MEETINGS

Meetings for the transaction of business
and hearings of the committee shall be open
to the public or closed in accordance with
Rule XI of the House of Representatives.
[See House Rules XI, 2 (g) and (k).]

RULE 14: FIVE-MINUTE RULE

(1) A committee member may question a
witness only when recognized by the chair-
man for that purpose. In accordance with
House Rule XI, 2(j)(2), each committee mem-
ber may request up to five minutes to ques-
tion a witness until each member who so de-
sires has had such opportunity. Until all
such requests have been satisfied, the chair-
man shall, so far as practicable, recognize al-
ternately based on seniority of those major-
ity and minority members present at the
time the hearing was called to order and oth-
ers based on their arrival at the hearing.
After that, additional time may be extended
at the direction of the chairman.

(2) The chairman, with the concurrence of
the ranking minority member, or the com-
mittee by motion, may permit an equal num-
ber of majority and minority members to
question a witness for a specified, total pe-
riod that is equal for each side and not
longer than thirty minutes for each side.

(3) The chairman, with the concurrence of
the ranking minority member, or the com-
mittee by motion, may permit committee
staff of the majority and minority to ques-
tion a witness for a specified, total period
that is equal for each side and not longer
than thirty minutes for each side.

(4) Nothing in paragraph (2) or (3) affects
the rights of a Member (other than a Member
designated under paragraph (2)) to question a
witness for 5 minutes in accordance with
paragraph (1) after the questioning per-
mitted under paragraph (2) or (3). In any ex-
tended questioning permitted under para-
graph (2) or (3), the Chairman shall deter-
mine how to allocate the time permitted for
extended questioning by majority members
or majority committee staff and the ranking
minority member shall determine how to al-
locate the time permitted for extended ques-
tioning by minority members or minority
committee staff. The Chairman or the rank-
ing minority member, as applicable, may al-
locate the time for any extended questioning
permitted to staff under paragraph (3) to
members.
RULE 15. INVESTIGATIVE HEARINGS; PROCEDURE

Investigative hearings shall be conducted
according to the procedures in House Rule
XI, 2(k). All questions put to witnesses be-
fore the committee shall be relevant to the
subject matter before the committee for con-
sideration, and the chairman shall rule on
the relevance of any questions put to the
witnesses.

RULE 16. STENOGRAPHIC RECORD

A stenographic record of all testimony
shall be kept of public hearings and shall be
made available on such conditions as the
chairman may prescribe.

RULE 17. TV, RADIO, AND PHOTOGRAPHS

An open meeting or hearing of the commit-
tee or a subcommittee may be covered, in
whole or in part, by television broadcast,
radio broadcast, and still photography, or by
any such methods of coverage, unless closed
subject to the provisions of House Rule XI, 3.
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RULE 18: ADDITIONAL DUTIES OF CHAIRMAN

The chairman of the full committee shall:
(a) Make available to other committees

the findings and recommendations resulting
from the investigations of the committee or
its subcommittees as required by House Rule
X, 4(c)(2);

(b) Direct such review and studies on the
impact or probable impact of tax policies af-
fecting subjects within the committee’s ju-
risdiction as required by House Rule X, 2(c);

(c) Submit to the Committee on the Budg-
et views and estimates required by House
Rule X, 4(g), and to file reports with the
House as required by the Congressional
Budget Act;

(d) Authorize and issue subpoenas as pro-
vided in House Rule XI, clause 2(m), in the
conduct of any investigation or activity or
series of investigations or activities within
the jurisdiction of the committee;

(e) Prepare, after consultation with sub-
committee chairmen and the minority, a
budget for the committee which shall in-
clude an adequate budget for the subcommit-
tees to discharge their responsibilities;

(f) Make any necessary technical and con-
forming changes to legislation reported by
the committee upon unanimous consent; and

(g) Will designate a Vice Chairman from
the majority party.

RULE 19: COMMEMORATIVE STAMPS

The committee has adopted the policy that
the determination of the subject matter of
commemorative stamps properly is for con-
sideration by the Postmaster General and
that the committee will not give consider-
ation to legislative proposals for the issu-
ance of commemorative stamps. It is sug-
gested that recommendations for the issu-
ance of commemorative stamps be submitted
to the Postmaster General.

f

AFRICAN-AMERICAN HISTORY
MONTH AND RACE ENTERTAIN-
MENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINNIS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. JACKSON]
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I am particularly honored on this
occasion to welcome the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SHIMKUS]
to the 105th Congress. I know he gave
his first special order just a few mo-
ments ago. He, like I, when I first be-
came a Member of this institution, was
quite nervous, and we talked about it
just before he began. But I wanted to
take this opportunity to welcome him
to the 105th Congress and indicate to
him how much I look forward to serv-
ing with him in this institution.

Today for the better part of this spe-
cial order I want to talk about a sub-
ject that is near and dear to my heart,
that is near and dear to 39 Members of
this institution, the Congressional
Black Caucus. This is African-Amer-
ican History Month. We find ourselves
this February confronting some chal-
lenges as a nation.

We have heard our Speaker talk
about racial reconciliation. We have
heard our President address the issue
of racial reconciliation. And I thought
what a better start we could have if we
could just begin an honest dialogue

about racial reconciliation in the con-
text of Black History Month.

Carter G. Woodson is known as the
father of black history. Originally it
was designated to be just one week
long, and then it eventually became a
month. He knew that the African-
American experience was unique and
that the chronologizing of the African-
American history and the chronolo-
gists of American history did not,
would not and could not acknowledge
the contributions that African-Ameri-
cans have made.

Recently racial reconciliation has be-
come a widely talked about issue. The
O.J. case has forced us to face the wide
gap separating white and black Ameri-
cans in their views of our criminal jus-
tice system. How can people have such
different perspectives of the same case
according to the color of their skin? It
becomes obvious that blacks and
whites are not speaking from the same
page because both groups are looking
at the case through the lens of their
own experiences, in this case, the expe-
riences of whites versus the experi-
ences of people of color with the crimi-
nal justice system.

The first step in a process of racial
reconciliation is to build understand-
ing between the races. We cannot have
an effective conversation about racial
reconciliation, which is one of the
Speaker’s goals, which is certainly one
of the President’s goals, if we do not
try to understand the other group and
their experiences. This is what Carter
G. Woodson was thinking about and re-
flecting about when he wanted us as a
Nation to pause during the month of
February to acknowledge the contribu-
tion of African-Americans.

The purpose of this special order
today is to take that first step, a seri-
ous dialogue about race issues, by be-
ginning to explain the historical expe-
rience of African-Americans and by ex-
plaining the history of obstacles and
advances which have allowed me to
stand in this room and speak to you
today as the 91st African-American
Member of Congress.

To talk about the history of blacks
in America, one cannot avoid the story
of the struggle against discrimination
in America. The two are intertwined. It
is hard for many people to sit down and
listen to a history full of discrimina-
tion. Many people do not want to relive
it. Others do not feel like, they feel
more like they are being blamed, but
the history has to be told because
many people are not aware of the full
history, Mr. Speaker.

To build bridges, we have to build
awareness. One of the greatest prob-
lems in race relations is the lack of
awareness about discrimination. The
discrimination that many blacks expe-
rience every day as common knowledge
is the same discrimination that many
whites do not experience and do not re-
alize even exists. As a Member of this
institution, I found myself in the 104th
Congress, since I do not wear the iden-
tification pin that most Members of

Congress tend to wear, late at night
standing out in front of the Capitol of
the United States trying to catch a
taxi.

Why can I not catch a taxi late at
night in Washington, DC? I do not
know. But I have some assumptions.
That young African-American males in
America trying to catch a cab late at
night, where the cab driver is white or
black, brings certain prejudices to the
whole notion of catching a cab. For ex-
ample, they may think that I am going
to rob them. They may think that I am
going to take something from them
when the reality is nothing could be
further from the truth. Discrimination
exists even for Members of this institu-
tion as Members of Congress whether
we talk about it in our daily lives on
the floor of this Congress or not.

The purpose of this speech today is
not to blame or create guilt over black
history. It is to build an understand-
ing, to begin to explain the experiences
of African-Americans. A better under-
standing, I genuinely believe, will help
us move past the guilt to create posi-
tive change.

So I must ask each and every one,
particularly the Members who are in
their offices today to do just one thing:
Put aside your opinions for now and
try to imagine with me for a moment
what it is like to be an African-Amer-
ican. I ask those of you who are not Af-
rican-Americans to imagine that you
are experiencing the history as being
an African-American, that is the his-
tory of your people in this country, the
history of your sisters, your brothers,
your parents and your grandparents. I
ask you to imagine what it would feel
like had you had to have that certain
outlook on the world.

I ask if you are an African-American
to listen to this story as if you were
white, as if this was the first time you
heard some of these accounts. How
would you react?

My first special order, one of five spe-
cial orders I plan to have this month, is
entitled, ‘‘O.J. and Race Entertain-
ment.’’ The noted historian John Hope
Franklin in his book, ‘‘The Color
Line,’’ 1993, said perhaps the very first
thing we need to do as a nation and as
individual members of society is to
confront our past and to see it for what
it is. If we do that, he says, whites will
discover that African-Americans pos-
sess the same human qualities that
other Americans possess, and African-
Americans will discover that white
Americans are capable of the most sub-
lime expressions of human conduct of
which all human beings are capable.

Then he suggests we need to do ev-
erything possible to emphasize the
positive qualities that all of us have,
qualities that we have never had to uti-
lize to the fullest but which remain,
but which we must utilize if we are to
solve the problem of the color line in
the 21st century.

America is a nation that is in dire
need of entertainment. And the media,
Mr. Speaker, knows how to provide it.
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You want movie entertainment, go see
Independence Day. You go see a movie
that does what no Democrats or Repub-
licans could ever do, watch the aliens
blow up Capitol Hill, not the deficit or
the debt, but aliens. Watch them blow
up the White House, watch them de-
stroy Wall Street. If you want good
movie entertainment, go see Independ-
ence Day.

If you want sports entertainment,
you have the best, Michael Jordan,
and, some could arguably say, the
worst, Dennis Rodman on the same
team. Why is that? Because Dennis
Rodman—multicolored hair, many
tatoos, more earrings on his body than
a fishing lure—he understands enter-
tainment. You want race entertain-
ment and you do not want to have a se-
rious dialog about race, about injustice
in America. Here is O.J.

In fact, race entertainment is becom-
ing increasingly popular. Name an-
other subject that could give Geraldo
Rivera the same television viewer rat-
ings or Rush Limbaugh the same radio
listenership. O.J. Simpson has given
virtual rise to a new entertainment
network, race entertainment tele-
vision.

It is not substantive discussion about
understandings from African-Ameri-
cans, Asian-Americans, native Ameri-
cans, women in our society or people
who are working upward in the society
to make a difference for their families.
No, that is not O.J. entertainment or
race entertainment. You want race en-
tertainment, nonsensical dialog about
moving the society forward, engage in
it.

Talking about race and racial rec-
onciliation is clearly becoming the in
thing. It is the politically acceptable
thing. The Nation responded positively
to President Clinton’s discussion of ra-
cial diversity in his inaugural address
on Martin Luther King, Jr.’s holiday
and again in his State of the Union Ad-
dress. Speaker GINGRICH followed with
a call on race ignorance and drugs.

Nobody in the media wants to just
talk about the O.J. Simpson verdict.
They wanted to talk about the O.J.
Simpson verdict and what it is reveal-
ing about the current state of race re-
lations in America. The fact that the
O.J. Simpson trial is being viewed and
used as a news hook to talk about race
in this country is a sign of just how far
off the point the media truly is. If we
are going to have an honest conversa-
tion about this, we have to ask our-
selves the question, why do African-
Americans and white Americans see
the justice system so differently?
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Let us look at some of the historical
chronology, and then we will come
back to O.J.

In 1705, a Massachusetts law provided
that any African-American or mulatto
who struck a white person be severely
whipped, at the discretion of the jus-
tices before whom the offender was
convicted.

In 1708, a Connecticut law imposed a
penalty riot exceeding lashes for any
African-American who disturbed the
peace or attempted to strike a white
person.

In 1718, a Rhode Island law was en-
acted that said to the States if a slave
is found in a free black’s home, both
should be whipped.

In 1730, a Connecticut law provided
for penalty of 40 lashes for any black,
native American, or mulatto who at-
tempted to defame a white person.

Of particular importance to O.J., and
I have not heard this in any of the
analysis, in 1816 a Louisiana State law
prohibited slaves from testifying
against whites and free blacks except
in cases where free blacks were alleg-
edly involved in slave uprisings.

In 1827, from my State, the State of
Illinois, a law decreed that blacks and
native Americans and mulattos were
incompetent to testify in court against
whites.

In 1831, here is a real case study, Ohio
said that African-Americans were pro-
hibited from serving on juries as a mat-
ter of law.

In 1848, Ohio’s black laws were then
reversed, giving blacks legal standing
in the courts.

In 1849, Ohio lifted its ban on testi-
mony by blacks in courts.

In 1855, black Bostonians protested
the absence of black jurors and called
for equal judicial rights.

In 1860, two blacks in Worcester, MA,
were named jurors, the first black ju-
rors in Massachusetts’s history.

In 1862, California African-Americans
were granted the right to testify in
cases for the first time where white
men were defendants.

In 1865, the first interracial jury in
the United States indicted Jefferson
Davis for treason. The case was set for
trial in 1868.

In 1880, in Stauder versus West Vir-
ginia, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled
that the exclusion of blacks from the
jury was unconstitutional. And the
way around the Stauder case, many
prosecutors have now used preemptory
strikes to accomplish what the Con-
stitution has already eliminated as un-
constitutional.

In 1919, in State versus Young, the
West Virginia Supreme Court ruled
that a black man sentenced to life in
prison was denied equal protection
under the law because his jury had no
black members. The State subse-
quently admitted black jury members.

In 1926, Violette N. Anderson was the
first black woman attorney to present
a case before the U.S. Supreme Court.

In 1930, President Hoover nominated
Judge John J. Parker of North Caro-
lina, a known Klansman, to the U.S.
Supreme Court. The NAACP led a suc-
cessful campaign against Mr. Parker’s
confirmation.

In 1947, be patient with me, I am
coming up to 1997, Rosa Lee Ingram, a
Georgia tenant farmer, and two of her
husbands were convicted and sentenced
to death for the murder of a white man

whom Ingram alleged assaulted her.
The case spurred a national defense
and an amnesty program that resulted
in her pardon in 1959.

On the mind of every African-Amer-
ican still living today, 1955, Emmett
Till, a 14-year-old black youth, was
murdered in Mississippi by white men.
The murder was so brutal and the
child’s body was beaten so badly that
at first he could only be identified by
the ring that he was wearing.

The reason for his murder: A Chicago
native, on a dare from his friends, on a
dare from his friends, whistled at a
white woman. The two white men ar-
rested for the crime were acquitted by
an all-white jury.

The particularly graphic picture of
Emmett Till’s body appeared in Jet
magazine and is freshly etched in the
minds of every African-American.

In 1959, Mack Charles Parker was
lynched in Poplarville, MS. A grand
jury received evidence in the case but
refused to acknowledge that a lynching
had even occurred.

In 1961, on an integrated bus in Ala-
bama, there were routinely arrests in
Mississippi, and, as they routinely ar-
rested people in Mississippi, a Federal
judge had to issue an injunction
against the police to get them to pro-
tect the Freedom Riders.

Later, evidence surfaces that local
police in Birmingham and Montgomery
were involved in the violence and that
an FBI employee participated in the
Ku Klux Klan’s strategy sessions. The
FBI did nothing to stop the violence it
knew was planned.

These are accounts that my grand-
mother, who is still living, and my
great-grandmother, God rest her soul,
she is still living and in a coma, often
used to tell us about. She used to tell
us in 1963 about Medgar Evers, the civil
rights activist and field secretary for
the NAACP. He was shot in the back.

The rifle bore the fingerprints of
Byron de la Beckwith, a vocal member
of a local white supremacist group. De-
spite overwhelming evidence against
Mr. Beckwith, including an earlier
statement that he wanted to kill Mr.
Evers, Beckwith was set free after two
trials with all-white juries.

In 1989, evidence surfaced suggesting
that juries had been tampered with.
Beckwith was not convicted for the
murder until over 26 years after he had
committed the crime.

Just 2 years ago this case was re-
solved, and there is presently a movie
at the theater starring Whoopi Gold-
berg to illustrate how recent and cur-
rent the history is that many African-
Americans have with juries.

The FBI files referred to Dr. King as
the most dangerous Negro leader in the
Nation from the standpoint of com-
munism, the Negro, and the national
security. The FBI began high surveil-
lance of this civil rights leader and
those close to him in an attempt to ex-
pose, disrupt, discredit, and otherwise
neutralize them. Attorney General
Robert F. Kennedy authorized the FBI
to tap Dr. King’s phones.
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An FBI letter referring to Dr. King

and other civil rights leaders that it
would ‘‘be unrealistic to limit our-
selves, as we have been doing, to legal-
istic proofs or definitely conclusive
evidence that would stand up in the
court or before congressional commit-
tees.’’

In an attempt to replace King with a
manageable black leader, the FBI,
under the direction of J. Edgar Hoover,
began an extended character assault
against Dr. King, labeling him a Com-
munist sympathizer and an adulterer.

The O.J. Simpson verdicts them-
selves are really, Mr. Speaker, not that
complicated. Assuming the rules of the
judicial system in Los Angeles and
Santa Monica were fair and followed,
and only the appellate process will de-
termine that, we must accept both ver-
dicts if we are to live in a nation of
laws and not men and women. Personal
views are just that, personal views, to
which everyone is entitled. They are ir-
relevant, however, with respect to
being in a nation of laws.

The principle should not be difficult
to accept. All of us want to live and
work in a nation of laws, in a society
where equal protection of the laws is
respected and accepted. This really,
Mr. Speaker, should be all there is to
O.J. Simpson. Guilty, not guilty, and
guilty. That is over with and done
with.

But how do we get from O.J. Simp-
son’s verdicts to race relations and to
race entertainment? I would suggest,
Mr. Speaker, we arrive at this conclu-
sion by dealing with symbols over sub-
stance and talk over action.

President Clinton stood on the steps
of the Capitol, looking west toward the
Lincoln Memorial, the spot where Dr.
King gave his famous 1963 speech. When
he gave his Inaugural speech and paid
tribute to Dr. King’s dream, President
Clinton spoke to the poetic symbolism
of Dr. King’s dream but not to its eco-
nomic substance.

Dr. King stood on the steps of the
Lincoln Memorial, looking east toward
the Capitol and the Congress, and he
spoke to them about our Nation’s
budget priorities, about economic jus-
tice as the path to racial justice as the
substance of his speech. He talked
about a promissory note, about a check
that had bounced, that had been re-
turned, that had been marked ‘‘Insuffi-
cient funds.’’

But Dr. King refused to believe that
the bank of justice was bankrupt, and
he said that there would neither be rest
nor tranquility in America until the
promissory note was made good.

Today, the White House and both
Democrats and Republicans discussed
that same promissory note, that same
bounced check, and that same bank of
justice, using different terms. Now the
false bankruptcy is called a balanced
budget or balanced budget amendment.

Assessing the state of the Union de-
pends on one’s vantage point. You see
one thing if you are on the top looking
down. It was a great speech for those of

us who were on the top looking down.
You see quite another thing if you are
a worker or you are poor or you are
economically insecure and you are
looking up.

If you are well educated, if you are
employed full time at basically a job of
your choosing, if you are making a de-
cent salary, if you and your family
have good health and an insurance
plan, if you are living in a relatively
safe and affordable house, then the
state of the Union is pretty much what
President Clinton said it was in his
State of the Union Address. Then we,
as a nation, have a decent shot clearly,
at that level, at making racial
progress.

But you may be 1 of the 15 to 20 mil-
lion Americans who are unemployed,
underemployed, working part time
when you want to be working full time,
have never had a job, gave up looking
for a job so that you are not even
counted among the unemployed, or
with corporate or government
downsizing you are worried that you
may be soon in one of these categories.

In that economic climate, does any-
one think that the American people
can really hear and really understand a
conversation about race and racial rec-
onciliation?

If you are 1 of the 40 million Ameri-
cans without health insurance, another
40 million with inadequate health in-
surance, a worker who is being asked
to pay more for less medical care, is
anyone who is ill-insured or has no in-
surance, is anyone really convinced
that racial reconciliation is high atop
that individual’s priorities and agenda?

If you are not living in safe, sanitary,
and affordable housing, then you have
a personal housing crisis. But much of
the country lives that way, so America
has a housing crisis.

In the late sixties, a White House
Conference on Housing called for 26
million housing starts over the next 10
years, with 6 million federally sub-
sidized. That translates into 2,600,000
each year, 600,000 federally subsidized
housing over 10 years.

The Nation has never approximated
that goal, and currently we are over 1.5
million new housing starts. And the
population has grown, so the crisis is
worse today than it was three decades
ago. Thus, we now need more housing
than ever, for America is ill-housed.
How can we expect people to be sen-
sitive about race and about racial rec-
onciliation when there is a housing cri-
sis?

Our education system is in crisis. Not
all of our children are being educated
for work and life in the 21st century.
Certainly, one can say that the Presi-
dent made a huge effort in his State of
the Union Address to improve our edu-
cational system and make it more ac-
cessible to more people through the
various initiatives he spelled out in his
speech in the form of tax breaks, tui-
tion grants, and scholarships. For that,
he is to be commended.

While the effort was there, and I
agreed with that, for quality of edu-

cation is an entitlement of every
American, one cannot be as sure about
the effectiveness of these programs for
the students who have the greatest
need, those who are the least well off.
While many will benefit from the
President’s plan, it appears that most
of the money will go to students who
plan to attend college anyway.

It is a kind of ‘‘Democrats for the lei-
sure class’’ approach of giving tax re-
lief to the middle class in the guise of
education reform; a tinkering, top-
down, talented, and technocratic ap-
proach to solving a very real problem.

In my district, I have cities that do
not have tax bases at all, not one job in
the town, not enough money, Mr.
Speaker, to raise revenue to pay their
firemen, to pay their police officers. In
this particular context, high school
students are in school districts where
there are no resources on a regular
basis, a consistent basis, to pay teach-
ers what they deserve. Can we really
move systematically toward solving
our race problem when we cannot pro-
vide a quality education for all of
America’s children?

On the watch of a current Democrat
President and a Republican Congress,
the United States has become the most
economically unequal industrialized
democracy in the world in terms of
wealth and income. While taxes have
probably never been totally fair for the
average American, tax unfairness was
dramatically escalated under the
Reagan tax program of 1981. Thus, we
do not need a more benevolent and less
extreme tax plan than Ronald Rea-
gan’s, we need a reversal of that plan.

We do not need tax cuts for the mid-
dle class as much as we need fair taxes
for everybody. Inherent in fair taxes
for all is a reduction in taxes for the
middle class, the working class, and
the poor. How does one get racial jus-
tice in America in the context of eco-
nomic injustice?
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The reality is you cannot. The more
likely outcome and one which we are
currently witnessing is the dynamic
scapegoating of people of color and the
poor in a mean spirit. The logical re-
sult of this current economic climate
is the passage of proposition 187, immi-
grant bashing in California and other
xenophobic measures.

The current racial climate engenders
scapegoating by blaming the lack of
jobs on affirmative action for women
and people of color. In this current cli-
mate it is the politically weakest and
most vulnerable among us who are
being economically assaulted in the
name of welfare reform.

The reality is, Mr. Speaker, there can
only be anecdotal racial reconciliation
under the present circumstances of
economic inequality and insecurity.
Thus, to talk about race and racial rec-
onciliation without acting to bring
about a full employment peacetime
economy, without universal and com-
prehensive health care system, without
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adequate, safe and affordable housing
for every American, without quality
education for every American child,
without economic fairness in wealth
and income, is talk that can only lead
to more hostility, frustration and ra-
cial animosity. To deal with the Amer-
ican people on the matter of race in
such a manner is to play games with
them. It is engaging in race entertain-
ment.

Frustration at the inability to make
racial progress will lead to increased
racial tensions, witnessed daily on tele-
vision or experienced every day by av-
erage black, white, red, yellow, brown
people. Or in the extreme, it can even
lead to a racial explosion, as we wit-
nessed in the aftermath of the Rodney
King trial.

The other alternative, Mr. Speaker,
is to think that you are contributing to
racial progress merely by talking
about it privately. I am reminded
about former Senator Bill Bradley’s
poignant statement, ‘‘When is the last
time you sat down with a person of an-
other race and had a frank discussion
about race?’’

Yes, dialog undoubtedly helps break
down barriers and contributes to un-
derstanding, but enhanced personal
interactions, without economic
progress, will never achieve the goal of
racial reconciliation. One might won-
der why I appear to be downplaying the
importance of educating the American
people about race through public dia-
log.

My point is that merely talking
about or reporting on race relations
through the media, especially tele-
vision, is subject to the same limita-
tions as in the case of individual dia-
log. Ted Koppel and Nightline have
done some wonderful and important
shows on race, but unless in the long
term it is reported in the context of a
comprehensive economic approach, it
will not markedly improve race rela-
tions in America. In fact, in an unin-
tended way, it may even add to the
frustrations and to the tensions by re-
flecting a lack of progress on the racial
front.

The problem is that we cannot make
real progress on the race question in
economic isolation. The race problem
must be solved in the context of pro-
viding employment, health care, hous-
ing, education, and a fair share of
wealth and income to all of America’s
people.

If we attempt to deal with the race
question outside of the economic con-
text, we are engaging in entertain-
ment, because we cannot make system-
atic progress in race relations under
these conditions. What often happens is
that television ends up, since the net-
works must be concerned with ratings,
not educating people about race but
using race to entertain them instead,
and unfortunately this is often done in
the most sensational manner.

That is why I say that the O.J. Simp-
son trials have basically been about
race entertainment, not about racial

education or racial reconciliation.
What could be more sensational and off
the point than substantively dealing
with the state of current race relations
in America than the O.J. Simpson
trials? Star black male athlete alleged
to have murdered his beautiful blonde
white wife.

There is more racial understanding
and racial reconciliation possible in 1
year, Mr. Speaker, of full employment
than there is in three decades of talk-
ing about race on television, no matter
how well-intentioned, how well done or
how well researched.

Sensationalizing race in the current
economic climate can only increase
tension, add to frustration, increase
cynicism, and eventually contribute to
drug use and scapegoating, where peo-
ple implode and turn on each other
rather than to each other.

Racial justice is not the same as eco-
nomic justice. There would still be rac-
ism in a full employment economy.
But systematic and steady racial
progress can only be achieved in the
context of a full employment economy,
and it would only be achieved to the
degree that we as a nation make
progress on economic issues.

Thus, Mr. Speaker, that is why I al-
ways say the Federal Reserve Board
and the Federal Reserve System must
become part of the racial justice dia-
log. Every time unemployment dips
below 5 percent, Chairman Greenspan
uses employment growth to say that
the economy is overheating and as a
rationale to raise interest rates, slow
the economy and raise unemployment.

I oppose the Democratic welfare re-
form bill. I oppose the Republican wel-
fare reform bill. I thought it was hor-
rible when the President of the United
States said that he was going to sup-
port the welfare reform bill and 98
Democrats voted for it and 98 Demo-
crats voted against it. But let us as-
sume, since it is a matter of law now,
and it is a horrible bill that still needs
correction by this body, let us assume
for a moment that we are going to
move people genuinely from welfare to
work.

Who is on welfare? People who are
unemployed or people who are under-
employed? Let us assume that they are
part of the 5 percent, the very bottom
of our Nation’s economy, those with
whom the social safety net of this
country was designed to protect. Two
years and you are off, we say in the
bill. But let us say for the very first
time because the Dow Jones industrial
average is now above the 6,000 mark,
that the economy is now beginning to
reach the unemployed and the under-
employed for the very first time. Let
us say that the opportunities that the
President talks about in his State of
the Union Address, 10 million new jobs,
now at 11 million new jobs, let us say
that those jobs are finally beginning to
reach the unemployed and the under-
employed for the first time. As soon as
unemployment in our Nation dips be-
neath 5 percent, the Federal Reserve

and its chairman has a press con-
ference, and the very first thing they
say is, ‘‘The economy is overheating,
we’ve got to slow the economy down,
we’ve got to jack up interest rates,
we’ve got to slow the economy down,’’
and, therefore, this institution, along
with the Federal Reserve, creates a
permanent class of poverty in our Na-
tion without any more government as-
sistance.

Shame on us, Mr. Speaker. Shame on
Democrats and Republicans who do not
recognize and will not acknowledge
that the Federal Reserve Board has a
unique and an integral role to play in
racial reconciliation, because jobs that
have never been and have been elimi-
nated from a generation of people are
not reaching them.

Even definitions must become part of
the racial justice dialog. That is why
we need Presidential leadership. The
politically motivated movement to re-
define the Consumer Price Index, low-
ering the Consumer Price Index in
order to reduce the budget deficit, will
have a negative effect on the lives of
real Americans, but disproportionately
on the lives of people of color. It will
impact race relations. It is not a con-
versation for just Wall Street or a
bunch of economists. This is serious
business.

Similarly, Mr. Speaker, even the way
we define full employment affects race
relations. ‘‘Oh, Jesse,’’ Members on the
other side walk up to me all the time,
Democrats walk up to me all the time,
shake my hand, ‘‘Hey, Jesse, I marched
with your dad’’; ‘‘Hey, Jesse, been
there with you’’; ‘‘You’re so right,
friend,’’ but constantly vote against
everything I am for.

It does not make sense, Mr. Speaker.
It sure feels good, but we are not mak-
ing any progress. In 1971, when Richard
Nixon was President, unemployment
had risen to just over 5 percent. At
that time, our Nation defined 3 percent
as full employment. He thought, Mr.
Nixon, that 5 percent might cost him
the election in 1972, so what did he do
in August of 1971? He took an action
traditionally attributed to Democratic
officials and imposed wage-and-price
controls. He jawboned the Federal Re-
serve to lower interest rates, and it
worked. By November of 1972, the econ-
omy was booming, employment had
dramatically risen, and he was over-
whelmingly reelected.

They accused George McGovern of
losing the election because he was too
liberal. The fact of the matter is Rich-
ard Nixon won reelection because he
was the liberal. He challenged the Fed-
eral Reserve, and he moved unemploy-
ment back to a number that was more
acceptable by the American people.

In 1997, however, we are no longer at
3 percent. We are at 5 percent. And
every time finally the underemployed
get an opportunity, they jawbone the
economy and start moving the econ-
omy in an opposite direction.
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We must challenge, Mr. Speaker, the

media, political, labor, and other lead-
ers to transform the national discus-
sion and debate from mere racial jus-
tice for minorities to greater racial
justice for minorities in the context of
greater economic justice for all Ameri-
cans.

Dr. King’s dream was poetic and it
was symbolic. Dr. King’s substance was
a nonviolent, activist, economic strat-
egy to combat racism and bring about
racial reconciliation. That is why he
moved from just talking about racial
justice to talking about racial rec-
onciliation in the context of an eco-
nomic justice movement.

In 1968 when he was killed, he was
not fighting for civil rights. That bill
was passed in 1964, and he was not
sleeping for 4 years. What was he doing
in 1968? He was leading a poor people’s
campaign that paralleled the national
Presidential campaign because he
wanted the Nation’s priorities to re-
flect raising boats that were stuck at
the bottom.

In a nation with the economic ability
and the technological capability of pro-
viding every American with a decent
life, it is an outrage and it is a scandal
that there should be such social misery
in our country.

What do we say to the American poor
and to the victims of racism and
sexism and classism in America? Do we
tell them, Mr. Speaker, that you are
better off than the Russian poor? You
are better off than the Bosnian poor?
You are better off than the Asian poor,
the African poor, the Latin poor? This,
Mr. Speaker, has got to be close to
cruel and insensitive and immoral.

No, we must tell them that such in-
justice is intolerable. That no Amer-
ican should be institutionally and sys-
tematically maimed in body and in
spirit when our country has the means
of doing better. The standard is not a
comparison of how much worse things
could be, but how much better things
should be if we had only the political
leadership and the development of the
political will to change.

We are a nation, Mr. Speaker, of
enormous national wealth that is trag-
ically suffering from an anemia of na-
tional will to do what we know is just.
It is time to end race entertainment,
and it is time to start down the sure
path of economic and racial justice.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DICKEY). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 43 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.
f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DICKEY) at 5 p.m.

COMMEMORATING BLACK HISTORY
MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, let me first thank our chair-
woman, Congressman MAXINE WATERS,
the gentlewoman from California, for
her leadership and tenacity in moving
forthwith on critical issues of impor-
tance, not only to African-Americans,
but to all Americans, and to our re-
vered and preeminent leader, the gen-
tleman from Ohio, Congressman LOUIS
STOKES, for the guidance in advising
those of us who have come recently to
this House to do the people’s business.
My thanks to both of my colleagues for
allowing me these moments to reflect.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today as a proud
African American to acknowledge this
month as African American History
Month and to recognize the vast con-
tributions made by distinguished citi-
zens of this Nation who are of African
descent.

As we hold our forbearers to high es-
teem for their courage, perseverance,
morality and faith, we salute them for
their relentless efforts in fighting to
remove the legal and political disabil-
ities that were imposed upon us.

While I represent California’s 37th
Congressional District with pride, my
birth State is Alabama, and I am re-
minded of the first African American
from Alabama who was elected to the
42d Congress and who advocated even
then the importance of education, Ben-
jamin Sterling Turner.

Education has been the cornerstone
in the African American community.
My father, Rev. Shelley Millender, Sr.,
knew the importance of education. He
and my mother, Mrs. Evelena Deutsche
Millender advocated a quality edu-
cation and gave us a value system that
is part and parcel of the true spirit of
African American families. We recog-
nize that a good education is the key
to success and should open the door of
opportunity.

I am further reminded of my father’s
teachings when he said, never subordi-
nate to race-bashing; respect yourself
and others, even though you have dif-
ferences of opinion, but hold firm to
your convictions.

Let us not forget one who had strong
convictions in the name of Wiley
Branton, now deceased, but who was a
great American and a great leader in
the early civil rights movements. He
was born and reared in Pine Bluff, AR,
became a lawyer, and began practicing
law in his hometown. His earliest
achievements, however, was of national
interest, as he represented the Little
Rock Nine in 1958. He later became the
Assistant Attorney General for Civil
Rights, being appointed by the Presi-
dent, then Lyndon Johnson. He served
as the dean of Howard University
School of Law until his death. Convic-
tions like that and convictions like

Branton is but one of the various
teachings of commitment and dedica-
tion that the African American family
instills in their children.

As I listened very closely to the
President’s State of the Union Address,
as he spoke of education as a No. 1 pri-
ority, building strong families and
communities, and humanitarian efforts
in the assistance of the underprivileged
through volunteerism, I stand tonight
to lift up some of my constituents who
are role models and great citizens that
the President talked about. Their
names will never be in lights nor on
billboards, but they are the unsung he-
roes of my community. They helped in
the education of our children, they
built strong families and engaging
communities, and they taught us to
have a strong value system. Let me
share with you these outstanding Afri-
can American individuals.

Theresa LaVerne Harris who passed
away in November 1996 was a dedicated
educator. Throughout her life Theresa
LaVerne touched all of us who had the
pleasure of knowing her with her
humor, her strength and, perhaps most
importantly, her dignity. But she never
forgot that education was the key, and
therefore she became an educator and
an administrator with the Los Angeles
Unified School District. She spent her
early youth in Louisiana and Mis-
sissippi until her family moved to Cali-
fornia in 1943. She attended the Los
Angeles unified schools and graduated
from John Francis Polytechnic High
School with honors. But it was during
her college days at UCLA that she de-
cided to become this educator.

Theresa LaVerne began a long distin-
guished life educating the young kids
from the inner city. She excelled in her
career as an educator. Though she
raised three outstanding children, she
was a loving and supportive wife, and
in spite of all of this, she went on to
earn a master’s degree in personnel ad-
ministration from Pepperdine Univer-
sity.

But both as an educator and an ad-
ministrator within a public school sys-
tem, Theresa LaVerne worked hard to
ensure that students under her charge
had the very best of education avail-
able to them. While she was deservedly
proud of her mark as a personal and
academic woman of achievements, she
was more interested in using her tal-
ents and her strength to help children
to become better educated and to en-
sure their mark in the future in
mainstreaming them into the world of
work.

Those of us who worked around her
saw that she was a very strong discipli-
narian in her efforts to make sure that
education stayed the primary respon-
sibility of those teachers and adminis-
trators who worked under her watch.

Mr. Speaker, I worked with Theresa
LaVerne Harris and had the privilege
of knowing her and her family for dec-
ades. She was a devoted wife, a wonder-
ful and nurturing mother, a role model
not only for our children, but for all of
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us who had the opportunity to know
her. She will be sorely missed, and as I
said a moment ago, she was one who
was a person who did extraordinary
work in the field of education and edu-
cating our children.

The next person I will speak of is
Carolyn Ann Richardson Cheney, a
woman of immense talents. Carolyn
passed away in December 1996, and she
too was a devoted family and commu-
nity leader. She had a generosity of
spirit in giving all that she could to
the community and to inspire those
who worked around her. Those of us
who knew her knew that she spent her
early days as a youth in El Paso, TX,
before moving to California. After
graduating from high school she ob-
tained a dental assistance credential
and began working in Los Angeles. Her
further thirst for education prompted
her to go on to Compton College, where
she earned her associate arts degree
and on to California State University,
Dominquez Hills where she finished her
bachelor’s degree with honors.

What do these two people have in
common? In spite of being mothers and
in spite of being wives, they obtained
their education and went on to help
others outside of their children.
Carolyn’s ambition, strength, and mo-
tivation found expressions in her entre-
preneurial and managerial talents. For
13 years she worked in Sears & Roe-
buck during off times to help with the
family finances.

In 1980, she opened her own insurance
agency, and it became one of the top
agencies in southern California, and de-
spite all of this she found time to serve
her community and her church, reach-
ing out to teenage mothers, reaching
out to the desolate, reaching out to
those who were the homeless. She vol-
unteered in the Los Angeles probation
department in the chaplain’s office.
Carolyn received the Paul Harris Fel-
lowship by the Rotary International in
appreciation for her efforts and assist-
ance in the furtherance of better un-
derstanding and friendly relationships
among peoples throughout the world.

Though she was a loving and devoted
mother of 4 children, through words
and deeds, she instilled in them the
principle of honesty, integrity, hard
work, perseverance, and self-sacrifice.
And these are the values that help to
make our Nation great and our people
strong. Her attributes are a testament
to the unending strength of mother-
hood. Carolyn will be sorely missed by
all of those and all of us who knew her
for her nurturing, her leadership, and
her strength. She indeed was an inspi-
ration to all of us throughout the com-
munity.

I pay homage to Mr. Sam Littleton,
who passed away January 31 of this
year. Mr. Littleton went to work early
as a mail carrier in the cities of Los
Angeles and Compton until he was
stricken with disability. But his dis-
ability did not dissuade him to go on in
his middle age to college, having re-
ceived an AA degree from Compton

College and a bachelor’s degree from
Los Angeles University of Los Angeles.
But he was still motivated for higher
education and he applied and was ac-
cepted to the graduate program of so-
cial work at UCLA.

When he became a social worker, he
started work at the new then-Martin
Luther King, Jr., Medical Center. He
elected to not work as a social worker
in the daytime, but he elected to work
as a social worker at night so that
those who worked during the day, par-
ents, single parents, and those who
could not get off at work could come
and talk with him, and he counseled
them. He was the only social worker in
the State of California who took an
evening shift. He was a positive and
unique role model for the community.
He served and assisted with the be-
reaved and grieving families; he as-
sisted many homeless persons in find-
ing shelter; he counseled many with
abuse problems and substance abuse as
well, and he even counseled women who
were victims of rape. The elderly grew
to know him as a person whom they
could depend upon because he would
make home visits to make sure that
they felt safe in their homes and that
their needs were met even though they
could not come out from their homes.

Yes, his 18 years of service as an
evening social worker endeared him to
not only his family, but to employees
and coworkers and the community
around him. He will be sorely missed,
but his legacy remains.

I salute Mr. Sam Littleton for an
outstanding record of public and com-
munity service, a record that has
touched so many lives throughout the
community. He was truly an inspira-
tion to all of us. His community com-
mitment, his dedication to human
services, his social services and service
to the community through volunteer-
ism were indeed the life and the high
regard that was given to him at the
time of his funeral on January 31.

Another person who is not deceased
yet, of course, is Maxie Filer, who has
given 45 years of public service to the
community. Mr. Filer is in the Guiness
Book of Records because he took the
law exam 45 times before he passed.
Perseverance. He was indeed a role
model and is a role model to the com-
munity.

While he has 7 children, 3 of whom
are attorneys and one is a judge, Mr.
Filer knew the importance of public
service. He was a resident of Compton
for over 40-some years. He served in
presidential campaigns; he was the
president of the Compton Democratic
Club in 1952. He was labor and industry
community chairman. He was even
with Martin King on the march on
Washington in 1963, and he became the
president of the Compton NAACP from
1964 to 1970. Mr. Filer served as a
Compton city council member from
1976 through 1989.

His commitment, though, to the
youth, the African-American males, is
one indication of a man who knew out-

side of being a father to his 7 children,
along with his wife, Glendell, that he
had to help young African-American
males to see the right way, to move
into a mainstream of life and to divert
from gangs and drugs.

He is still serving in the community
as an attorney and does a lot of pro
bono work for those in the community
who are unable to pay for legal service.
Maxie Filer is one who now recognizes
volunteerism is an important compo-
nent. He will serve as my chairperson
for my volunteerism task force that I
am convening.
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Mr. Speaker, as new trailblazers
emerge to chart new paths, and they
commence agendas to promote African-
Americans and invest in future genera-
tions, let us never forget the spirit of
those who I have mentioned, and our
forebears.

Let us also recognize the ones whose
names do not ripple in neon lights,
whose distinctiveness has yet to be em-
bedded on printed pages. Because for
all that we are and hope to be, it is be-
cause of them. For all of the songs that
they sang over stovetops and beside
washtubs that went unscored, for all
the poems that they scribbled on
matchboxes and matchbox covers and
on dinner napkins that went
unpublished and unnoticed, for the
many discovered roles that they played
in unrecorded and then unforgotten
movies, and for all that they did for us,
we are all the better because of them.

We want them to know that they will
not go unnoticed, because each time we
sign our names, we know that it is for
the thousand like them who cannot
hold a pen, but instead, held us, and
tucked us in gently, as they sang the
many rhythms and rhymes of the old
African spirituals.

Mr. Speaker, I have come tonight be-
cause I wanted to recognize not just
those of us who perhaps in the eyes of
others have succeeded, but for the
many who perhaps will not ever work
in this Chamber, will not ever have an
opportunity to run campaigns, but
they, too, have given so much to this
Nation and to this world.

As we celebrate African-American
History Month, let us not forget those
who toiled in order that we would have
a place in this House.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DICKEY). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the House stands in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 19 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
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tempore (Mr. LATOURETTE) at 6 o’clock
and 6 minutes p.m.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following
title:

H. Con. Res. 21. Concurrent Resolution pro-
viding for an adjournment of both Houses.

The message also announced that the
following-named Members be, and they
are hereby, elected members of the fol-
lowing joint committees of Congress:

Joint Committee on Printing: JOHN
WARNER; THAD COCHRAN; MITCH MCCON-
NELL; WENDELL H. FORD; and DANIEL L.
INOUYE.

Joint Committee on the Library of
Congress: TED STEVENS; JOHN WARNER;
THAD COCHRAN; DANIEL PATRICK MOY-
NIHAN; and DIANNE FEINSTEIN.

The message also announced that
pursuant to sections 1928a–1928d of title
22, United States Code, as amended, the
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
appoints the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. ROTH] as chairman of the Senate
Delegation to the North Atlantic As-
sembly during the One Hundred Fifth
Congress.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 94–304, as
amended by Public Law 99–7, the Chair,
on behalf of the Vice President, ap-
points the Senator from New York [Mr.
D’AMATO] as chairman of the Commis-
sion on Security and Cooperation in
Europe.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 102–138, the
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, and upon the recommenda-
tion of the majority leader, appoints
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]
as chairman of the Senate Delegation
to the British-American Interpar-
liamentary Group during the One Hun-
dred Fifth Congress.

The message also announced that
pursuant to sections 276d–276g of title
22, United States Code, as amended, the
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
appoints the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
MURKOWSKI] as chairman of the Senate
Delegation to the Canada-United
States Interparliamentary Group dur-
ing the One Hundred Fifth Congress.

The message also announced that
pursuant to sections 276h–276k of title
22, United States Code, as amended, the
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
appoints the Senator from Texas [Mrs.
HUTCHISON] as chairman of the Senate
Delegation to the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group dur-
ing the One Hundred Fifth Congress.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FILNER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SHIMKUS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MCINTOSH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, today.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. KLECZKA, and to include there-
in extraneous material, notwithstand-
ing the fact that it exceeds five pages
of the RECORD and is estimated by the
Public Printer to cost $1,152.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the provisions of House Concur-
rent Resolution 21, 105th Congress, the
House stands adjourned until 12:30 p.m.
on Tuesday, February 25, 1997, for
morning hour debate.

Thereupon (at 6 o’clock and 7 min-
utes p.m.), pursuant to House Concur-
rent Resolution 21, the House ad-
journed until Tuesday, February 25,
1997, at 12:30 p.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1747. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Walnuts Grown in
California; Assessment Rate [Docket No.
FV96–984–1 FIR] received February 11, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

1748. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Reports by Large Traders; Cash
Position Reports in Grains (Including Soy-
beans) and Cotton [17 CFR Parts 15, 18, and
19] received February 13, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

1749. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Regulatory Management and Informa-
tion, Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Bifenthrin; Pesticide Tolerances for Emer-
gency Exemptions [OPP–300452; FRL–5585–1]
(RIN: 2070–AB78) received February 11, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

1750. A letter from the Administrator,
Farm Service Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—Conservation
Reserve Program—Long-Term Policy [7 CFR

Part 704] (RIN: 0560–AE95) received February
12, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

1751. A letter from the Administrator,
Rural Utilities Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Pre-Loan Procedures for
Electric Loans (RIN: 0572–AB30) received
February 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1752. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Acquisition and Technology, Department of
Defense, transmitting the report to Congress
for Department of Defense purchases from
foreign entities in fiscal year 1996, pursuant
to Public Law 104–201, section 827 (110 Stat.
2611); to the Committee on National Secu-
rity.

1753. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on the efficacy of court-
martial sentence enhancement based on the
status of victims; to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

1754. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, transmitting the
Corporation’s final rule—Expanded Examina-
tion Cycle for Certain Small Insured Institu-
tions [12 CFR Part 337] (RIN: 3064–AB90) re-
ceived February 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1755. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Identification and Mapping of Special
Flood Hazard Areas, Procedures for Map Cor-
rection, and Procedures and Fees for Proc-
essing Map Changes (RIN: 3067–AC53) re-
ceived February 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1756. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Housing Finance Board, transmit-
ting the Board’s final rule—Technical
Amendment to Definition of Deposits in
Banks or Trust Companies [No. 97–3] received
February 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1757. A letter from the Chairman of the
Board, National Credit Union Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s pay
structure for 1997, pursuant to Public Law
101–73, section 1206 (103 Stat. 523); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

1758. A letter from the Legislative and Reg-
ulatory Activities Division, Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency, transmitting
the Office’s final rule—Expanded Examina-
tion Cycle for Certain Small Insured Institu-
tions [Docket No. 97–02] (RIN: 1557–AB56) re-
ceived February 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1759. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Director and Chief Operating Officer, Pen-
sion Benefit Guaranty Corporation, trans-
mitting the Corporation’s final rule—Alloca-
tion of Assets in Single-Employer Plans; In-
terest Assumption for Valuing Benefits [29
CFR Part 4044] received February 10, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

1760. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on the pension counseling
demonstration program, pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 3035r(f)(2); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

1761. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the Department’s report
entitled ‘‘Process-Oriented Industrial Energy
Efficiency and Industrial Insulation and
Audit Guidelines’’, pursuant to Public Law
102–486, section 132(d) (106 Stat. 2839); to the
Committee on Commerce.
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1762. A letter from the General Counsel,

Department of Energy, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Acquisition Regula-
tion: Technical Amendments (RIN: 1991–
AB34) received February 7, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1763. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Regulatory Management and Informa-
tion, Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Mili-
tary Munitions Rule: Hazardous Waste Iden-
tification and Management; Explosives
Emergencies; Manifest Exemption for Trans-
port of Hazardous Waste on Right-of-ways on
Contiguous Properties [EPA 530–Z–95–013;
FRL–5686–4] (RIN: 2050–AD90) received Feb-
ruary 6, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1764. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Regulatory Management and Informa-
tion, Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Regu-
lations of Fuels and Fuel Additives: Exten-
sion of the Reformulated Gasoline Program
to the Phoenix, Arizona Moderate Ozone
Nonattainment Area [FRL–5689–2] received
February 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1765. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Regulatory Management and Informa-
tion, Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Clean
Air Act Promulgation of Extension of At-
tainment Date for the Pittsburgh-Beaver
Valley, Pennsylvania Moderate Ozone Non-
attainment Area; and Determination of
Valid Ozone Air Quality Data Indicating the
Reading, Pennsylvania and Richmond, Vir-
ginia Moderate Ozone Nonattainment Areas
Have Attained the Nation Ambient Air Qual-
ity Standard for Ozone [PA 034–4054a; FRL–
5688–7] received February 13, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1766. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting a copy of the Agency’s report entitled
‘‘Status of the State Small Business Station-
ary Source Technical and Environmental
Compliance Assistance Programs [SBTCP]
for the Reporting Period, January—Decem-
ber 1995,’’ pursuant to section 507(d) of the
Clear Air Act Amendments of 1990; to the
Committee on Commerce.

1767. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Regu-
lation of International Accounting Rates
[Docket No. CC 90–337, Part II] received Feb-
ruary 11, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1768. A letter from the Chair, Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission, transmitting a
report on the status of all extensions author-
ized by Congress of the hydropower construc-
tion deadlines of section 13 of the Federal
Power Act, pursuant to section 1701(c)(5) of
the Energy Policy Act of 1992; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

1769. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Office of
Policy, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Food Labeling: saccharin and Its Salts;
Retail Establishment Notice [Docket No.
95P–0337] received February 13, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1770. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—USEC Privatization Act
[10 CFR Parts 2, 40, 70, and 76] (RIN: 3150–
AF56) received February 11, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1771. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a report

on the National Practitioner Data Bank
[NPDB] malpractice reporting requirements,
pursuant to Public Law 99–660, section 421(d);
to the Committee on Commerce.

1772. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s ‘‘Major’’ final
rule—Reporting Requirements for Brokers or
Dealers Under the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934 [Release No. 34–38245; File No. S7–21–
93] (RIN: 3235–AF91) received February 7,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

1773. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Net
Capital Rule [Release No. 34–38248; File No.
S7–7–94] (RIN: 3235–AG14) received February
7, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

1774. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially to Israel
(Transmittal No. MC–DTC–23–97], pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on
International Relations.

1775. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially to Israel
and the United Kingdom (Transmittal No.
DTC–24–97], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to
the Committee on International Relations.

1776. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially to the Unit-
ed Kingdom (Transmittal No. DTC–21–97],
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

1777. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially to the Unit-
ed Kingdom (Transmittal No. DTC–22–97),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

1778. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting notification of a proposed man-
ufacturing license agreement for production
of major military equipment with Germany
(transmittal No. DTC–17–97), pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

1779. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting notification of a proposed man-
ufacturing license agreement for production
of major military equipment with Turkey
(Transmittal No. DTC–8–97), pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

1780. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting the bi-
monthly report on progress toward a nego-
tiated settlement of the Cyprus question, in-
cluding any relevant reports from the Sec-
retary General of the United Nations, pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2373(c); to the Committee on
International Relations.

1781. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1782. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report on the progress made
toward opening the United States Embassy
in Jerusalem, pursuant to Public Law 104–45,

section 6 (109 Stat. 400); to the Committee on
International Relations.

1783. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Revisions to the Commerce Con-
trol List: Exports of Mixtures Containing
Trace Quantities of Precursor Chemicals;
ECCNs 1C350 and 1C995 [Docket No. 961206342–
6342–01] (RIN: 0694–AB46) received February 7,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on International Relations.

1784. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Revisions to the Export Adminis-
tration Regulations: Addition of the Repub-
lic of South Korea to Australia Group (AG),
Clarification to the Sample Shipments Ex-
emption in ECCN 1C350, and Correction to
the Commerce Country Chart [Docket No.
961219362–6362–01] (RIN: 0694–AB52) received
February 7, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

1785. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to authorize payment of arrears to the Unit-
ed Nations, U.N. specialized agencies, and
other international organizations; to the
Committee on International Relations.

1786. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General, General Accounting Office, trans-
mitting the Comptroller General’s 1996 an-
nual report, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 719(a); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

1787. A letter from the Director, Operations
and Finance, American Battle Monuments
Commission, transmitting a report of activi-
ties under the Freedom of Information Act
for the calendar year 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

1788. A letter from the Manager, Benefits
Communications, Ninth Farm Credit Dis-
trict Trust Committee, transmitting the an-
nual report for the plan year ended Decem-
ber 31, 1995, pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
9503(a)(1)(B); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

1789. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, transmitting a copy
of the annual report in compliance with the
Government in the Sunshine Act during the
calendar year 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
552b(j); to the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

1790. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Mangement, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Funding of Administrative
Law Judge Examination [5 CFR Part 930]
(RIN: 3206–AH31) received February 13, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

1791. A letter from the Associate Director
for Management, Peace Corps, transmitting
a notice of an amendment to the system of
records, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a; to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

1792. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Migratory Bird Hunting;
Late Seasons and Bag and Possession Limits
for Certain Migratory Game Birds; Supple-
mental [50 CFR Part 20] (RIN: 1018–AD69) re-
ceived February 11, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

1793. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Importation of Polar Bear
Trophies from Canada under the 1994 Amend-
ments to the Marine Mammal Protection
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Act (RIN: 1018–AD04) received February 13,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

1794. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 620
[Docket No. 961126333–6333–01; I.D. 020597A]
received February 11, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

1795. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration final rule—Fish-
eries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off
Alaska; Atka Mackerel in the Eastern Aleu-
tian District and Bering Sea Suberea of the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands [Docket No.
961114318–6318–01; I.D. 02397F] received Feb-
ruary 11, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

1796. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration final rule—Fish-
eries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off
Alaska; Scallop Fishery; Closure in Registra-
tion Area E [Docket No. 960502124–6190–02;
I.D. 012497B] received February 11, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

1797. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration final rule—Fish-
eries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off
Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 630
[Docket No. 961126333–6333–01; I.D. 020297D]
received February 11, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

1798. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration final rule—
North Atlantic Right Whale Protection
[Docket No. 960730211–7020–02; I.D. 072296B]
received February 11, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

1799. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Civil Monetary
Penalty Inflation Adjustment (National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration)
[Docket No. 97–2; Notice 1] (RIN: 2105–AC63)
received February 10, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

1800. A letter from the Director, Federal
Bureau of Prisons, transmitting the Bureau’s
final rule—Research [BOP–1008–F] (RIN: 1120–
AA14) received February 10, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

1801. A letter from the Director, Federal
Bureau of Prisons, transmitting the Bureau’s
final rule—Inmate Legal Activities and In-
mate Personal Property [BOP 1063–F] (RIN:
1120–AA58) received February 10, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a) (1) (A); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

1802. A letter from the Secretary, Judicial
Conference of the United States, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to par-
tially restore compensation levels to their
past equivalent in terms of real income and
establish the procedure for adjusting future
compensation of justices and judges of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

1803. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Federal Aviation Administration,,
transmitting a copy of the updated aviation
system capital investment plan [CIP] pursu-

ant to 49 U.S.C. app. 2203 (b) (1); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1804. A letter from the Director of Civil
Works, Department of the Army, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Final No-
tice of Issuance, Reissuance, and Modifica-
tion of Nationwide Permits—received Feb-
ruary 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a) (1)
(A); to the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.

1805. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Saab Model SAAB 2000 Series
Airplanes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 96–NM–233–AD; Amdt. 39–9916;
AD 97–03–11] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801 (a) (1)
(A); to the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.

1806. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC–9
and Model DC–9–80 Series Airplanes, Model
MD–88 Airplanes, and C–9 (Military) Series
Airplanes Equipped with BF Goodrich Evacu-
ation Slides (Federal Aviation Administra-
tion) [Docket No. 96–NM–124–AD; Amdt. 39–
9920; AD 97–03–15] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
February 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801 (a)
(1) (A); to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

1807. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Jetstream Model 4101 Airplanes
(Federal Aviation Administration) [Docket
No. 96–NM–97–AD; Amdt. 39–9917; AD 96–03–12]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 10, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1808. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directive; McDonnell Douglas Model MD–11
and MD–11F Series Airplanes (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 96–NM–218–
AD; Amdt. 39–9921; AD 96–03–16] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received February 10, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1809. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 747 Series Air-
planes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 95–NM–226–AD; Amdt. 39–9924;
AD 97–03–19] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1810. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directive; Construcciones Aeronauticas S.A.
(CASA), Model C–1212 Series Airplanes (Fed-
eral Aviation Administration) [Docket No.
96–NM–890–AD; Amdt. 39–9918; AD 97–03–13]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 10, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1811. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 747 and 757 Series
Airplanes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 96–NM–57–AD; Amdt. 39–9922; AD
97–03–17] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received February
10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1812. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness

Directives; Boeing Model 737–300 Series Air-
planes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 96–NM–148–AD; Amdt. 39–9919;
AD 97–03–14] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1813. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Rolls-Royce plc RB211–535E4 and
–535E4–B Series Turbofan Engines (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 96–
ANE–09; Amdt. 39–9897; AD 97–02–12] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 10, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1814. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Pratt & Whitney JT8D–200 Series
Turbofan Engines (Federal Aviation Admin-
istration) [Docket No. 96–ANE–33; Admt. 39–
9896; AD 97–02–11] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
February 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1815. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Pratt & Whitney JFTD12A Series
and T73 Series Turboshaft Engines (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 94–
ANE–49; Amdt. 39–9898; AD 97–02–13] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 10, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1816. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Lebanon, NH (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96–ANE–28] (RIN: 2120–AA66) received
February 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1817. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment of
Class E Airspace; Old Town, ME (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96–ANE–29] (RIN: 2120–AA66) received
February 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1818. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; New Haven, CT (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 97–ANE–02] (RIN: 2120–AA66) received
February 10, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1819. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—International
Data Submissions by Large Air Carriers
(Form 41 Schedules T–100, T–100(f), and P–1.2)
[Docket No. OST–96–1049; Notice 96–2] (RIN:
2105–AC34) received February 10, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1820. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Value Engi-
neering (Federal Highway Administration)
[FHWA Docket No. 94–12] (RIN: 2125–AD33)
received February 13, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1821. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Federal Aid
Project Agreement and Contract Procedures
(Federal Highway Administration) [FHWA
Docket No. 96–3] (RIN: 2125–AD58) received
February 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1822. A letter from the Commandant, Unit-
ed States Coast Guard, transmitting the
Coast Guard’s report entitled ‘‘International
Private-Sector Tug-of-Opportunity System
for the Waters of the Olympic Coast National
Marine Sanctuary and the Strait of Juan de
Fuca,’’ pursuant to Public Law 104–58, sec-
tion 401(a) (109 Stat. 566); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1823. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Regulations Management, Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—VA Homeless Pro-
viders Grant and Per Diem Program Clari-
fication of Per Diem Eligibility (RIN: 2900–
AH89) received February 10, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

1824. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Rulings and Deter-
mination Letters [Rev. Proc. 97–17] received
February 12, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1825. A letter from the Chief of Staff, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—
Supplemental Security Income; Determining
Disability for a Child Under Age 18; Interim
Final Rules With Request for Comments
[Regulations Nos. 4 and 16] (RIN: 0960–AE57)
received February 12, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

1826. A letter from the Comptroller, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report
on the amount of any contribution accepted
for relocation of U.S. Armed Forces within
that nation and the specific use of those con-
tributions, pursuant to Public Law 104–106,
section 1332(a)(1) (110 Stat. 483); jointly, to
the Committees on National Security and
International Relations.

1827. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the semiannual report re-
garding programs for the protection, control,
and accountability of fissile materials in the
countries of the former Soviet Union, pursu-
ant to Public Law 104–106, section 3131(b) (110
Stat. 617); jointly, to the Committees on Na-
tional Security and International Relations.

1828. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting a noti-
fication that the advisory committee ap-
pointed to study the appropriate forum for
criminal law jurisdiction over civilians ac-
companying the Armed Forces in the field
outside the United States in time of armed
conflict has been unable to finish its report
prior to the statutory deadline, pursuant to
Public Law 104–106, section 1151(d)(2) (110
Stat. 468); jointly, to the Committees on Na-
tional Security and the Judiciary.

1829. A letter from the Chief of Staff, The
White House, transmitting certification that
no person or persons with direct or indirect
responsibility for administering the Execu-
tive Office of the President’s Drug Free
Workplace Plan are themselves subject to a
program of individual random drug testing,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 7301 note; jointly, to the
Committees on Government Reform and
Oversight and Appropriations.

1830. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General, General Accounting Office, trans-
mitting a report on the two General Ac-
counting Office employees detailed to con-
gressional committees as of January 17, 1997;
jointly, to the Committees on Government
Reform and Oversight and Appropriations.

1831. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator, Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting a report on the agency’s steady
progress in meeting the challenge of the new
Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of

1996; jointly, to the Committees on Com-
merce, Transportation and Infrastructure,
and Science.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 668. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to reinstate the airport
and airway trust fund excise taxes, and for
other purposes (Rept. 105–5). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. MCGOVERN:
H.R. 744. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-

cation Act of 1965 to increase the maximum
Pell Grant; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr.
PETRI, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. PORTER, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mr. DOYLE, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. LEVIN):

H.R. 745. A bill to deauthorize the Animas-
La Plata Federal reclamation project, and to
direct the Secretary of the Interior to enter
into negotiations to satisfy, in a manner
consistent with all Federal laws, the water
rights interests of the Ute Mountain Ute In-
dian Tribe and the Southern Ute Indian
Tribe; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr. BAR-
TON of Texas, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. SANDERS,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. PICK-
ETT, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. STUMP, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. OWENS,
Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr.
CONDIT, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. FOGLIETTA,
Mr. HEFLEY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. COX of
California, Mr. PALLONE, Ms. FURSE,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. DREIER, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. JACKSON-LEE,
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. RUSH, Mr. TALENT,
Mr. WYNN, Mr. FILNER, Mr. DEUTSCH,
and Mr. BURTON of Indiana):

H.R. 746. A bill to allow patients to receive
any medical treatment they want under cer-
tain conditions, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. MCCOLLUM (for himself, Mr.
DEUTSCH, and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO):

H.R. 747. A bill to require notification of
the interstate relocation of a witness by
State engaging in that relocation, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. MCCOLLUM (for himself and
Mr. SCHUMER):

H.R. 748. A bill to amend the prohibition of
title 18, United States Code, against finan-
cial transactions with terrorists; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ABERCROMBIE (for himself
and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA):

H.R. 749. A bill to amend the Native Amer-
ican Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

to provide for improved notification and con-
sent, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

By Mr. BEREUTER (for himself, Mr.
GILMAN, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, Mr. DREIER, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
SALMON, Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. COX of
California):

H.R. 750. A bill to support the autonomous
governance of Hong Kong after its reversion
to the People’s Republic of China; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. CHABOT (for himself, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky,
Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
RAHALL, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, and Ms.
JACKSON-LEE):

H.R. 751. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for research on the
disease known as
lymphangioleiomyomatosis, commonly
known as LAM; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH (for herself, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, Mr. POMBO, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. BART-
LETT of Maryland, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
RIGGS, Mr. BONO, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
STUMP, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. GIB-
BONS, Mr. HERGER, Mr. BARTON of
Texas, Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr.
DICKEY, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
CANNON, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. ADERHOLT,
Mr. COMBEST, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr.
HILL, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. METCALF,
Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. CRANE, Mr. BARR of
Georgia, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. NEY, Mr.
DELAY, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. PETERSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. BONILLA, and Mr.
MCKEON):

H.R. 752. A bill to amend the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 to ensure that persons
that suffer or are threatened with injury re-
sulting from a violation of the act or a fail-
ure of the Secretary to act in accordance
with the act have standing to commence a
civil suit on their own behalf; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
MILLER of California, Mr. DELLUMS,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FARR
of California, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. STARK,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Mr. NADLER, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
WATT of North Carolina, Mr. YATES,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. OLVER, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. PASTOR, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ):

H.R. 753. A bill to require a separate, un-
classified statement of the aggregate
amount of budget outlays for intelligence ac-
tivities; to the Committee on the Budget,
and in addition to the Committee on Intel-
ligence (Permanent Select), for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. FILNER, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. HORN, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Ms. NORTON, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE, Mr. RAHALL, Mrs. CARSON,
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Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr. MAS-
CARA, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. PELOSI,
and Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado):

H.R. 754. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to require the use of child safe-
ty restraint systems approved by the Sec-
retary of Transportation on commercial air-
craft; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. DUNCAN (for himself, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. HEFLEY, Ms. RIVERS,
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, Mr. GORDON,
Mr. CALVERT, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. BAKER,
Mr. WAMP, Ms. NORTON, Mr. SPRATT,
Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. REG-
ULA, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colo-
rado, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. EHLERS, Mrs.
LINDA SMITH of Washington, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr.
BEREUTER, and Mr. JENKINS):

H.R. 755. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals to des-
ignate any portion of their income tax over-
payments, and to make other contributions,
for the benefit of units of the National Park
System; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Resources, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. EHRLICH:
H.R. 756. A bill to establish a National

Physical Fitness and Sports Foundation to
carry out activities to support and supple-
ment the mission of the President’s Council
on Physical Fitness and Sports, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Work force.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA:
H.R. 757. A bill to develop the economy of

American Samoa; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. FAWELL (for himself, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. RIGGS,
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
MCINTOSH, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. DEAL of
Georgia, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. EHR-
LICH, Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. INGLIS of South Caro-
lina, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mr. WICKER, Mr. CHAMBLISS,
Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
LINDER, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. PAXON, Mr.
PITTS, Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colo-
rado, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr.
HILL, Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr.
NETHERCUTT):

H.R. 758. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to protect employer
rights; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. FILNER:
H.R. 759. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to increase certain rates of edu-
cational assistance, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania (for him-
self, Mrs. CARSON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE,
and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO):

H.R. 760. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act and Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 to require that
group and individual health insurance cov-
erage and group health plans provide cov-
erage for screening mammography and pap
smears; to the Committee on Commerce, and

in addition to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts:
H.R. 761. A bill to amend title IV of the

Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 to extend
the 1-year transition from disqualification
for a current welfare recipient while the re-
cipient’s naturalization application is pend-
ing; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Agri-
culture, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. EHLERS, Ms. FURSE, Mr.
MCINNIS, and Mr. KENNEDY of Massa-
chusetts):

H.R. 762. A bill to restrict the advertising
and promotion of tobacco products; to the
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on the Judiciary, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HOUGHTON (for himself and
Mr. RANGEL):

H.R. 763. A bill to establish for certain em-
ployees of international organizations an es-
tate tax credit equivalent to the limited
marital deduction; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HYDE (for himself, Mr. GEKAS,
and Mr. MCCOLLUM):

H.R. 764. A bill to make technical correc-
tions to title 11, United States Code, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. JONES:
H.R. 765. A bill to ensure maintenance of a

herd of wild horses in Cape Lookout National
Seashore; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut
(for herself, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Mrs. CARSON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MALONEY
of New York, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms.
SANCHEZ, Mrs. MORELLA, and Ms.
FURSE):

H.R. 766. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide comprehensive
pension protection for women: to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committees on Education and the
Workforce, Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, and Government Reform and Oversight,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. KNOLLENBERG:
H.R. 767. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-

tion Campaign Act to 1971 to require can-
didates for election for the House of Rep-
resentatives or the Senate to raise at least 65
percent of their contributions from individ-
uals residing in the district or State in-
volved, to limit the amount of contributions
such candidates may accept from multican-
didate political committees, and to prohibit
individuals who are ineligible to register to
vote in Federal elections from making con-
tributions to candidates or political parties;
to the Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. LAHOOD (for himself, Mr. EHR-
LICH, and Mr. MARTINEZ):

H.R. 768. A bill to restrict the Food and
Drug Administration from penalizing retail-
ers for face-to-face tobacco sales that are in
accordance with State law; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself and Mr.
SHAYS):

H.R. 769. A bill to amend the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act to 1949
to ensure proper classification as employees
and independent contractors of persons
awarded Federal procurement contracts; to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

H.R. 770. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to ensure proper classification
as employees and independent contractors of
persons awarded Federal procurement con-
tracts; to the Committee on National Secu-
rity.

H.R. 771. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 and the Revenue Act of 1978
to revise the procedures applicable to the de-
termination of employment status; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LAZIO of New York (for him-
self, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. FORBES):

H.R. 772. A bill to authorize the Director of
the Federal Emergency Management Agency
to reimburse certain State and local juris-
dictions for expenses incurred in support of
Federal rescue and salvage operations in
connection with the crash of Trans World
Airlines Flight 800; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BARRETT of Wis-
consin, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BONIOR, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. BROWN of Cali-
fornia, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. ENGEL,
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FOGLIETTA,
Mr. FORD, Mr. FROST, Ms. FURSE, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr. GREEN, Mr. HASTINGS
of Florida, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. JACKSON, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. MALONEY
of Connecticut, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Mr. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. OLVER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PALLONE,
Mr. PAYNE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. QUINN,
Mr. RANGEL, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SCOTT,
Mr. SHAYS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
STARK, Mr. STOKES, Mr. THOMPSON,
Mr. TORRES, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.
WYNN, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and Ms. KIL-
PATRICK):

H.R. 773. A bill to authorize the establish-
ment of the National African-American Mu-
seum within the Smithsonian Institution; to
the Committee on House Oversight, and in
addition to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. LOFGREN:
H.R. 774. A bill to amend the Communica-

tions Act of 1934 to restore freedom of speech
to the Internet and to protect children from
unsuitable online material; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

By Ms. MCKINNEY (for herself, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FOGLIETTA,
Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Ms.
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EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. OWENS, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina, and Mr. WYNN):

H.R. 775. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to discourage American
businesses from moving jobs overseas and to
encourage the creating of new jobs in the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MEEK of Florida (for herself,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Mr. BROWN of California, Mrs. CAR-
SON, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr. CLAY,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS of Il-
linois, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Mr. DIXON, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FOGLIETTA,
Mr. FORD, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. FROST, Mr. GREEN, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HILLIARD,
Mr. JACKSON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON of Texas, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
LAFALCE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. MCKIN-
NEY, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut,
Mr. MENENDEZ, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. MILLER of California,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. OWENS, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. RANGEL, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Mr. RUSH, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. STARK, Mr.
STOKES, Mr. THOMPSON, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. TORRES, Mr. TOWNS,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. WOOLSEY,
and Mr. WYNN):

H.R. 776. A bill to provide for greater accu-
racy in the 2000 decennial census of popu-
lation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

By Mr. FATTAH (for himself, Mr.
CLAY, and Mr. KILDEE):

H.R. 777. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to establish a 21st Century
Scholars Program; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. MILLER of California (for him-
self and Mr. RAHALL):

H.R. 778. A bill to ensure that Federal tax-
payers receive a fair return for the extrac-
tion of locatable minerals on public domain
lands, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

H.R. 779. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the percentage
depletion allowance for certain hardrock
mines; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 780. A bill to provide for the reclama-
tion of abandoned hardrock mines, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Committee
on Resources, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii:
H.R. 781. A bill to ensure that crop losses

resulting from plant viruses and other plant
diseases are covered by crop insurance and
the noninsured crop assistance program and
that agricultural producers who suffer such
losses are eligible for emergency loans; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 782. A bill to provide for the use of pri-
vate delivery services in filing documents
with Federal agencies; to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

H.R. 783. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to prohibit can-
didates for election for Federal office from

accepting unsecured loans from depository
institutions regulated under Federal law,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
House Oversight.

By Mrs. MORELLA (for herself, Mr.
HOYER, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. FROST,
and Mr. GONZALEZ):

H.R. 784. A bill to save lives and prevent in-
juries to children in motor vehicles through
improved national, State, and local child
passenger protection program; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. NORWOOD (for himself, Mr.
LINDER, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. KINGS-
TON, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. COLLINS, Mr.
BISHOP, Mr. BARR of Georgia, and Mr.
DEAL of Georgia):

H.R. 785. A bill to designate the J. Phil
Campbell, Senior, Natural Resource Con-
servation Center; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. NORWOOD (for himself, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr.
BISHOP, Mr. BOYD, Mr. BUNNING of
Kentucky, Mr. BURR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. CLYBURN,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. COLLINS, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
EVERETT, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
LIVINGSTON, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr.
TAUZIN, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. JOHN):

H.R. 786. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act to restore the effectiveness
of certain provisions regulating Federal milk
marketing orders; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. OWENS:
H.R. 787. A bill to prohibit the manufac-

ture, importation, exportation, sale, pur-
chase, transfer, receipt, possession, or trans-
portation of handguns and handgun ammuni-
tion, with certain exceptions; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. OWENS (for himself, Mr. SCHU-
MER, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida):

H.R. 788. A bill to expand the powers of the
Secretary of the Treasury and the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms to regulate
the manufacture, distribution, and sale of
firearms and ammunition, and to expand the
jurisdiction of the Bureau to include firearm
products and nonpowder firearms; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him-
self, Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. NOR-
WOOD, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. MASCARA, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. PETRI, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. PARKER,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. THORNBERRY,
Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. INGLIS of South
Carolina, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. EHR-
LICH, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Wash-
ington, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
STUMP, Mr. WYNN, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
BARTON of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
WOLF, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. SPRATT, Mr.
SKEEN, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. PORTER, Mr.
BACHUS, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. COLLINS,
Mr. PICKETT, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. UPTON,
Mr. WELLER, Mr. POSHARD, Mr.
CRANE, Mr. METCALF, Ms. PRYCE of
Ohio, Mr. SALMON, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. MCHALE, Mr.
HORN, Mr. KLUG, Mr. LATHAM, Mr.
TALENT, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey,
Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr.

CHAMBLISS, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. OBERSTAR,
Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. PACKARD, Mr.
BONILLA, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. KOLBE,
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.
GEKAS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. COMBEST,
Mr. QUINN, Mr. WALSH, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. DICKEY,
Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr.
HOBSON):

H.R. 789. A bill to amend title 17, United
States Code, with respect to certain exemp-
tions from copyright, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. POMEROY:
H.R. 790. A bill to amend the Federal Crop

Insurance Act to ensure the continued avail-
ability of affordable crop insurance for pro-
ducers whose farms are located in counties
designated as Federal disaster areas because
of weather-related conditions; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. POMEROY (for himself; Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. HILL, Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota, and Mr. STENHOLM):

H.R. 791. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 relating to the treatment
of livestock sold on account of weather-re-
lated conditions; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Ms. PRYCE of Ohio (for herself, Mr.
CHABOT, Mr. HERGER, Ms. MOLINARI,
Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. NEY, Mr.
KINGSTON, and Mr. FOLEY):

H.R. 792. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prevent Federal prisoners
from engaging in activities to increase their
strength or fighting ability while in prison;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAHALL:
H.R. 793. A bill to provide for permanent

resident status for certain Persian Gulf evac-
uees; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SABO:
H.R. 794. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 and the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for public fi-
nancing of House of Representatives general
election campaigns, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on House Oversight, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SANDERS:
H.R. 795. A bill to amend the Electronic

Fund Transfer Act to prohibit the imposition
of certain additional fees on consumers in
connection with any electronic fund transfer
which is initiated by the consumer from an
electronic terminal operated by a person
other than the financial institution holding
the consumer’s account and which utilizes a
national or regional communication net-
work; to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services.

By Mr. SANFORD:
H.R. 796. A bill to direct the Secretary of

the Interior to make technical corrections to
a map relating to the Coastal Barrier Re-
sources System; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. SCHIFF:
H.R. 797. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to reduce the
amount that a multicandidate political com-
mittee may contribute to a House of Rep-
resentatives candidate, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. NEUMANN, and Mr. BARTLETT
of Maryland):

H.R. 798. A bill to prohibit the issuance of
new public debt obligations after December
31, 2001; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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By Mr. SMITH of Oregon:

H.R. 799. A bill to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to make a minor adjustment in
the exterior boundary of the Hells Canyon
Wilderness in the States of Oregon and Idaho
to exclude an established Forest Service
road inadvertently included in the wilder-
ness; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. STARK:
H.R. 800. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to require the governing
boards of Medicare national accrediting enti-
tles have public representation and have
public meetings as a condition of recognizing
their accreditation under the Medicare Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. THORNBERRY:
H.R. 801. A bill to amend the Federal Meat

Inspection Act and the Poultry Products In-
spection Act to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to permit the interstate dis-
tribution of State-inspected meat and poul-
try when the Secretary determines that
State inspection requirements are at least
equal to Federal inspection standards and
such requirements are consistently enforced;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 802. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the estate and
gift taxes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr. SMITH
of Michigan, Mr. HILL, Mr. LATHAM,
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mrs. EM-
ERSON, and Mr. POMEROY):

H.R. 803. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 relating to the treatment
of livestock sold on account of weather-re-
lated conditions; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. TRAFICANT:
H.R. 804. A bill to amend part Q of title I

of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 to ensure that Federal
funds made available to hire or rehire law
enforcement officers are used in a manner
that produces a net gain of the number of
law enforcement officers who perform non-
administrative public safety services; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TRAFICANT (for himself and
Mr. HUNTER):

H.R. 805. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of
Defense to assign Department of Defense per-
sonnel to assist the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service and the U.S. Customs
Service in the performance of their border
protection functions; to the Committee on
National Security.

By Mr. VISCLOSKY (for himself, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mrs.
LOWEY):

H.R. 806. A bill to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act to establish a national
clean water trust fund and to authorize the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency to use amounts in that fund to
carry out projects to restore and recover wa-
ters of the United States from damages re-
sulting from violations of that act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. WICKER (for himself, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Ms.
MOLINARI, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. BOR-
SKI, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. KING of New
York, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mr. HYDE, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylva-
nia, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. MINGE, Mr. BRYANT, and Mr.
GRAHAM):

H.R. 807. A bill to repeal the requirement
relating to specific statutory authorization
for increases in judicial salaries, to provide
for automatic annual increases for judicial

salaries, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SOLOMON (for himself, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. BACHUS, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
BALDACCI, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
BARCIA, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. BARTLETT
of Maryland, Mr. BARTON of Texas,
Mr. BASS, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. BEREU-
TER, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
BISHOP, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. BONO,
Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BRYANT, Mr.
BUNNING, Mr. BURR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
BUYER, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. CAMP, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, Mr. CANNON, Mr.
CHABOT, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. COBLE,
Mr. COBURN, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. COM-
BEST, Mr. COX of California, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. CRANE, Mr. CRAPO, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Ms. DANNER,
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. DEAL of
Georgia, Mr. DELAY, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. DOOLEY of
California, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. DUNCAN,
Mr. EDWARDS, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. EN-
SIGN, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. EVERETT, Mr.
EWING, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. FORBES, Mrs.
FOWLER, Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania,
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. FROST, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Mr. GOSS, Mr. GRAHAM,
Ms. GRANGER, Mr. GREEN, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
HAMILTON, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HASTERT,
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HERGER,
Mr. HILL, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. HORN, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. HUN-
TER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. JOHN,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs.
KELLY, Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecti-
cut, Mr. KIM, Mr. KING, Mr. KINGS-
TON, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. LAHOOD,
Mr. LARGENT, Mr. LATHAM, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. LINDER, Mr. LIV-
INGSTON, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. LUCAS of
Oklahoma, Mr. MALONEY of Connecti-
cut, Mr. MANTON, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. MCCOL-
LUM, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. MCDADE, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. MCINTOSH,
Mr. MCKEON, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. METCALF, Ms. MOL-
INARI, Mr. MURTHA, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. NEY,
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. ORTIZ,
Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PACKARD, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. PAPPAS, Mr. PARKER,
Mr. PAXON, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. PICKETT,
Mr. PITTS, Mr. QUINN, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. REYES, Mr. RIGGS, Mr.
RILEY, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. ROGAN, Mr.
ROGERS, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. ROTHMAN,
Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. DAN
SCHAEFER of Colorado, Mr. BOB
SCHAFFER of Colorado, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. SHIMKUS,
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SKEEN,
Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mrs. SMITH
of Washington, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. STUMP, Mr. TALENT, Mr. TAYLOR
of North Carolina, Mr. THOMAS, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. TOWNS,
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. TURNER, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. WAMP, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. WELDON of

Florida, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylva-
nia, Mr. WELLER, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr.
WISE, Mr. WOLF, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, and Mr. YOUNG of
Florida):

H.J. Res. 54. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States authorizing the Congress to pro-
hibit the physical desecration of the flag of
the United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. STEARNS (for himself, Mr.
HALL of Texas, and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma):

H.J. Res. 55. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States relating to voluntary prayer in
public schools; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. GOSS:
H. Con. Res. 21. Concurrent resolution pro-

viding for an adjournment of the two Houses;
considered and agreed to.

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
BECERRA, Ms. MCKINNEY, and Mr.
NEY):

H. Con. Res. 22. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the discrimination by the German
Government against members of minority
religious groups, particularly the continued
and increasing discrimination by the Ger-
man Government against performers, enter-
tainers, and other artists from the United
States associated with Scientology; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. SKAGGS (for himself and Mr.
KOLBE):

H. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing respect and affection for the flag of
the United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:
H. Res. 56. Resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on Re-
sources in the 105th Congress; to the Com-
mittee on House Oversight.

By Mr. SPENCE (for himself and Mr.
DELLUMS):

H. Res. 57. Resolution providing amounts
for the expenses of the Committee on Na-
tional Security in the 105th Congress; to the
Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. FAZIO of California:
H. Res. 58. Resolution designating minor-

ity membership on certain standing commit-
tees of the House; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. GOSS:
H. Res. 59. Resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on Intel-
ligence in the 105th Congress; to the Com-
mittee on House Oversight.

By Mr. STUMP (for himself and Mr.
EVANS):

H. Res. 60. Resolution providing amounts
for the expenses of the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs in the 105th Congress; to the
Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. HAMILTON (for himself and
Mr. DREIER):

H. Res. 61. Resolution to provide for inde-
pendent investigations and factfinding for
ethics investigations; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself and Mr.
BERMAN):

H. Res. 62. Resolution providing amounts
for the expenses of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct in the 105th Con-
gress; to the Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. ARCHER:
H. Res. 63. Resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on Ways
and Means in the 105th Congress; to the Com-
mittee on House Oversight.

By Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin (for
himself and Mr. LUTHER, and Mr.
MCHALE):
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H. Res. 64. Resolution requiring that travel

awards that accrue by reason of official trav-
el of a Member, officer, or employee of the
House of Representatives be used only with
respect to official travel; to the Committee
on House Oversight.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana:
H. Res. 65. Resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight in the 105th
Congress; to the Committee on House Over-
sight.

By Mr. GILMAN:
H. Res. 66. Resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations in the 105th Congress; to
the Committee on House Oversight.

By Ms. GRANGER (for herself, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. FROST, Mr. DELAY, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SESSIONS, and
Mr. BRADY):

H. Res. 67. Resolution to express the sense
of the House of Representatives concerning
actions that the President of the United
States should take to resolve the dispute be-
tween the Allied Pilots Associations and
American Airlines: to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. HAMILTON (for himself, Mr.
BEREUTER, and Mr. BERMAN):

H. Res. 68. Resolution stating the sense of
the House of Representatives that the Trea-
ty of Mutual Cooperation and Security Be-
tween the United States of America and
Japan is essential for furthering the security
interests of the United States, Japan, and
the nations of the Asia-Pacific region, and
that the people of Okinawa deserve recogni-
tion for their contributions toward ensuring
the treaty’s implementation; to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

By Mr. LEACH:
H. Res. 69. Resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services in the 105th Con-
gress; to the Committee on House Oversight.

By Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD:
H. Res. 70. Resolution to establish a select

committee to investigate CIA involvement
in the financing, distribution, and promulga-
tion of crack cocaine and the use of any pro-
ceeds to support the Contras; to the Commit-
tee on Rules.

By Mr. SHUSTER;
H. Res. 71. Resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure in the 105th
Congress; to the Committee on House Over-
sight.

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon:
H. Res. 72. Resolution providing amounts

for the expenses of the Committee on Agri-
culture in the 105th Congress; to the Com-
mittee on House Oversight.

By Mr. SOLOMON (for himself and Mr.
MOAKLEY):

H. Res. 73. Resolution providing amounts
for the expenses of the Committee on Rules
in the 105th Congress; to the Committee on
House Oversight.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

18. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
House of Representatives of the State of
Washington, relative to House Joint Memo-
rial 4006 encouraging greater Federal funding
of research into finding the cause, preven-
tion, and cure for breast cancer; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

19. Also, memorial of the Senate of the
State of Washington, relative to Senate

Joint Resolution 8005 petitioning for use of
the Fast Flux Test Facility to meet critical
national needs; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CALVERT:
H.R. 808. A bill for the relief of John M.

Ragsdale; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts:
H.R. 809. A bill for the relief of Frank J.

Notrem; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 1: Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. DAN SCHAE-
FER of Colorado, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
BAKER, and Mr. TALENT.

H.R. 2: Mr. NEY, Mr. CASTLE, and Mr. BARR
of Georgia.

H.R.18: Mr. KLUG, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
and Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 26: Mr. COLLINS and Mr. CHAMBLISS.
H.R. 38: Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr.

STEARNS, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr.
GONZALEZ.

H.R. 45: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and
Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 54: Mr. NEY.
H.R. 65: Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr. GIL-

MAN, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. TAY-
LOR of Mississippi, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. ENGLISH
of Pennsylvania, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. DAVIS of
Virginia, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
HEFNER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. EVANS, Mrs.
LOWEY, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. WYNN,
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. WOLF, Mr. GREENWOOD, and Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE.

H.R. 66: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
GANSKE, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. STUPAK, and
Mrs. THURMAN.

H.R. 74: Mr. OWENS, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. VENTO,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE, Mrs. CARSON, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. CUMMINGS, and Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 80: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
POMEROY, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. STEARNS, Ms.
RIVERS, and Mr. GOODLING.

H.R. 91: Mr. MICA.
H.R. 107: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.

ACKERMAN, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. UNDERWOOD,
Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma, and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 108: Mr. FROST and Mr. SOLOMON.
H.R. 123: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr.

INGLIS of South Carolina, Ms. DANNER, Mr.
TIAHRT, Mr. BAKER, Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of
Colorado, and Mr. POMBO.

H.R. 126: Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 143: Mr. MCNULTY, Mrs. JOHNSON of

Connecticut, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. HOUGHTON,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
KOLBE, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr. BECERRA,
Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington, Mr.
HULSHOF, Mr. CAMP, Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs.
LINDA SMITH of Washington, Mr. DREIER, Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. METCALF, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. SAM JOHNSON,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. DICKS, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr.

WHITE, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. HAYWORTH,
Mr. SHAW, Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts,
Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. CARDIN, and Mr. COLLINS.

H.R. 144: Mr. MINGE, Mr. PEASE, and Mr.
PITTS.

H.R. 146: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
H.R. 147: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. FROST, Ms.

EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr.
KILDEE.

H.R. 148: Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 150: Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 155: Mr. FORD, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.

ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. FILNER, Ms.
NORTON, and Mrs. CARSON.

H.R. 178: Mr. DELAHUNT and Mr. ENGEL.
H.R. 181: Mr. POSHARD.
H.R. 216: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. MCHALE, Mr.

KLECZKA, and Mr. MATSUI.
H.R. 217: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. BEREUTER, and

Mr. BARR of Georgia.
H.R. 219: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. CASTLE, Mr.

ACKERMAN, Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. FATTAH,
Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. BILBRAY, Ms. CHRISTIAN-
GREEN, and Mr. DAVIS of Virginia.

H.R. 234: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
MCGOVERN, and Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 240: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. DAVIS of
Virginia, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
BUYER, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. KLUG, Mr. COYNE,
Mr. RAHALL, and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 241: Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 242: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. ENGLISH of

Pennsylvania, and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 250: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ.
H.R. 251: Mr. CANADY of Florida.
H.R. 279: Mr. CONYERS, Mrs. KELLY, Ms.

CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. NEY, Mr. QUINN, Mr.
MCINTOSH, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
SANDLIN, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. FORD, Mr. WALSH, Mr. SISISKY,
Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. HERGER, Mr. BURTON of In-
diana, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. BECERRA, and Mr. ROGAN.

H.R. 299: Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 303: Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr. GIL-

MAN, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. TAY-
LOR of Mississippi, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. ENGLISH
of Pennsylvania, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. DAVIS of
Virginia, Mr. FRANK of Masssachusetts, Mr.
HEFNER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. EVANS, Mrs.
LOWEY, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. WYNN,
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. WOLF, Mr. GREENWOOD, and Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE.

H.R. 304: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. FROST,
and Ms. JACKSON-LEE.

H.R. 312: Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, and Mr. PITTS.

H.R. 314: Mr. MICA.
H.R. 336: Mr. GILLMOR.
H.R. 399: Mr. HYDE, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. ACK-

ERMAN, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. BEREUTER.
H.R. 400: Mr. HORN, Mr. SENSENBRENNER,

and Mr. TOWNS.
H.R. 404: Mr. BERMAN, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.

FROST, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BONO, Mr.
BALDACCI, and Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 407: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. GREEN, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. SERRANO, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. FARR of California, and Mrs.
MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 416: Mr. RANGEL, Ms. JACKSON-LEE,
and Mr. GREEN.

H.R. 417: Mr. EVANS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr. GREEN, Ms. RIVERS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE,
Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
BENTSEN, Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. BAKER, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
TORRES, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. FAZIO of California,
Mr. WEXLER, and Mr. COOKSEY.
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H.R. 418: Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.

ACKERMAN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
FOX of Pennsylvania, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr.
FAZIO of California.

H.R. 432: Mr. STENHOLM.
H.R. 426: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. GOOD-

LING, Mr. JOHN, Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky,
and Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 446: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. LIPINSKI, and
Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 459: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
H.R. 471: Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr.

FOLEY, and Mr. DEAL of Georgia.
H.R. 484: Mr. SHADEGG.
H.R. 498: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
H.R. 505: Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut,

Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 519: Mr. PORTER.
H.R. 525: Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. BUNNING of

Kentucky, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. SHAW.

H.R. 539: Mr. ACKERMAN.
H.R. 543: Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. WELDON of

Pennsylvania, Mr. NEY, and Mr. BURTON of
Indiana.

H.R. 544: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 546: Mr. FROST, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.

HINCHEY, and Mr. CONYERS.
H.R. 551: Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
H.R. 552: Mr. GILCHREST and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 556: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr.

MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 562: Mr. CAMPBELL.
H.R. 574: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. BONIOR, and Mr.

FOGLIETTA.
H.R. 586: Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.

HYDE, and Mr. MANZULLO.
H.R. 590: Ms. NORTON, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-

sylvania, Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington,
Mr. SHAYS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr. MILLER
of California.

H.R. 600: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. DICKS, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut,

Mr. MARKEY, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. PASTOR, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. SERRANO, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 604: Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. BRYANT, and Mr.
ROGAN.

H.R. 607: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr.
ROHRABACHER.

H.R. 610: Mr. LIPINSKI.
H.R. 614: Mr. KLUG, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. GOOD-

LING, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, and Mr. MINGE.

H.R. 615: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 617: Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE,

Mrs. CARSON, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, and Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 641: Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. LARGENT,
and Mr. PACKARD.

H.R. 643: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. NEY, Mr. PACK-
ARD, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. EVANS, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, and Mr. THOMPSON.

H.R. 644: Mr. NEY.
H.R. 680: Ms. DANNER, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.

GEJDENSON, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr.
FROST, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. MILLER of Califor-
nia, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
TORRES, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. POSHARD, Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mrs. CARSON, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. ROE-
MER, and Mr. BALDACCI.

H.R. 687: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 688: Mr. GREENWOOD.
H.R. 694: Mr. STUPAK and Mr. TRAFICANT.
H.R. 710: Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 716: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. KLUG, Mr.

TALENT, and Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
H.R. 727: Mr. QUINN.
H.J. Res. 1: Mr. EVERETT, Mr. KINGSTON,

and Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.

H.J. Res. 6: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mrs. MYRICK,
and Mr. BURR of North Carolina.

H.J. Res. 10: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky and
Mr. FOLEY.

H.J. Res. 14: Mr. BEREUTER.
H.J. Res. 16: Mrs. MYRICK.
H.J. Res. 17: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. FROST,

and Mr. LAFALCE.
H.J. Res. 28: Mr. BOUCHER.
H.J. Res. 45: Mr. FATTAH and Mr. WATT of

North Carolina.
H. Con. Res. 6: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. KEN-

NEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr. EVANS.
H. Con. Res. 10: Mr. HASTINGS of Washing-

ton and Mr. SHIMKUS.
H. Res. 28: Mr. SKEEN.
H. Res. 39: Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. FROST, and

Mr. BOEHLERT.
H. Res. 40: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. BROWN of

Ohio, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. SANDERS,
and Ms. NORTON.

H. Res. 48: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr.
GREEN, and Mr. SOLOMON.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s
desk and referred as follows:

6. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Puerto
Rico Bar Association board of directors, rel-
ative to opposition to the death penalty
being imposed on Puerto Ricans; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

7. Also, petition of the municipality of Ma-
yaguez, Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, rel-
ative to the death penalty; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.
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Senate 
The Senate met at 11 a.m., and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Dear Father, before we press on with 
the demands of today, we need to open 
our minds to You. We say with the 
psalmist, ‘‘Truly my soul silently waits 
for God.’’—Psalm 62:1. So often we rush 
off in all directions before we know 
what You want us to be and do. Some-
times the communication lines with 
You get jammed by our flow of words 
to You without listening to what You 
have to say to us. Prayer becomes like 
a telephone conversation in which we 
hang up on You before You have a 
chance to respond to the questions and 
the needs that we have spread out be-
fore You. Today we want to keep the 
lines open and really listen to You. 
Give us the patience to wait for Your 
creative insight about how to solve 
problems and grasp the potentials You 
arrange for us. Through our Lord and 
Savior. Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. LOTT. Today the Senate will be 

in a period of morning business until 
the hour of 3 p.m. this afternoon. This 
will accommodate a number of Sen-
ators who have requested time to speak 
on various matters. 

Following morning business today, 
there will be a number of items that 
are possible for Senate consideration. 
Due to several scheduling conflicts, I 
am uncertain at this time exactly 
whether or not we will be able to make 
further progress on Senate Joint Reso-
lution 1, the constitutional amendment 

requiring a balanced budget. But it is 
my hope that at some time today the 
Democratic leader and I will reach an 
understanding as to the number of 
amendments that are expected to Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1 as well as an in-
dication as to when we might be able 
to complete action on this important 
constitutional amendment. 

We have worked very hard at trying 
to accommodate all Senators’ sched-
ules, and, of course, this morning we 
have a funeral service for Ambassador 
Harriman and other problems in that 
area we tried to accommodate. We 
have taken up a few amendments and 
voted, but earlier my conversations 
with the Democratic leader were that 
he did not see—I believe this is a fair 
statement—any reason why we could 
not complete this work by the end of 
this month. So we have today and then 
5 days when we come back after the 
Presidents’ Day recess. I hope we can 
get a list that would have a reasonable 
amount of serious amendments and 
then get an agreement on a time to 
complete that action. 

We want to make sure we have a full 
debate, everybody feels that they have 
been treated fairly, but there needs to 
be a limit on how long this goes on. We 
have been acting so far this year in 
good faith. We have been trying to ac-
commodate each other’s schedules, but 
when we come back we are going to 
have to move these amendments 
through the process and get a final 
vote because we do have other work we 
would like to bring to the floor. 

I remind my colleagues that we have 
scheduled a rollcall vote on the pend-
ing amendment offered by Senator 
BYRD. That vote will occur at 5:30 p.m. 
on Monday, February 24, the day we 
come back. It is also possible the Sen-
ate will vote today on a resolution sub-
mitted by Senator SPECTER regarding 
milk prices. If an agreement can be 
reached, we will have a short period of 
debate on that resolution followed by a 
rollcall vote. 

We are also still attempting to clear 
consideration of a resolution relating 
to the American Airlines strike which 
was submitted by Senator HUTCHISON. 
This is timely, obviously. We are look-
ing at the possibility of a strike which 
could cripple that airline and impact 
jobs in the thousands all over the coun-
try. So I am hoping that we could pass 
a resolution expressing our concern 
and urging the President to use his 
powers to find a way to avoid this 
threatened strike. 

Finally, there are a couple of nomi-
nations that were reported from com-
mittee yesterday. We may be able to 
clear those nominations for action. I 
am not sure that they would even re-
quire a vote, but we will have to work 
through it here in the next 3 or 4 hours. 
This is the last day of the session prior 
to the Presidents’ Day recess, so I 
thank my colleagues for their coopera-
tion as we try to finish business at a 
reasonable hour today. We will notify 
all the Senators when we may have ac-
tual rollcall votes. And, again, we have 
had good cooperation, but we have not 
had a lot of pressure in terms of sched-
ule, and when we come back we really 
have to begin to make some progress 
on these amendments, and I hope we 
will be able to do that. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business until 3 p.m. The 
time between 11 and 12 noon shall be 
under the control of Senator THOMAS 
or his designee. 

The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I believe we 

have special order time scheduled from 
11 to 12 noon. I would designate the 
time allocated to Senator THOMAS to 
me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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BALANCED BUDGET 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, we will 

have several more of my colleagues 
here to discuss how the balanced budg-
et amendment benefits children. 

I will begin by saying that as a new 
Senator, I am in awe of these sur-
roundings. Every day I reflect on the 
history that has taken place in this 
Chamber. I think of the people who 
have been here before me and hear 
them referred to in speeches on a daily 
basis. 

Much of the history of this great Na-
tion has been shaped in this Chamber. 
Every day we are in session history is 
being made. Right now we are debating 
the balanced budget constitutional 
amendment. That may be the most im-
portant piece of legislation to be de-
bated during my lifetime because of 
the implications it has for the future of 
our country. 

A new revolution may be taking 
place in this country. A few years ago, 
I was given a book by my pastor to 
read. It was a scholarly review of social 
cycles in the history of the United 
States. The baby boomers were one of 
those cycles. I am part of that. They 
were concerned primarily for them-
selves but also for others as long as 
there was something in it for them. It 
revealed how in the history of the 
United States there have been three re-
curring cycles. But following each pe-
riod when we tried to be sure we took 
care of ourselves and instituted pro-
grams to make sure others were taken 
care of, provided we were included, 
that generation was followed by a reac-
tionary generation, and the reac-
tionary generation took away the 
‘‘gifts’’ of the previous generation. 

In last week’s balanced budget de-
bate, we heard a lot of comments about 
Social Security. I am mentioning this 
reactionary generation because I want 
to make sure we protect Social Secu-
rity not just today but for the time to 
come. All of us here are concerned 
about Social Security, and to say oth-
erwise is just political hogwash. But 
the only way to protect Social Secu-
rity is to include it in the balanced 
budget constitutional amendment. 
That is why the President’s budget pro-
posal and every budget prior to that in-
cluded Social Security in the budget. 
We cannot continue to ignore the in-
terests of our children and grand-
children—members of that reactionary 
agenda. 

What does the incredible debt that 
we have built up have to do with future 
generations? The Federal debt is $5.3 
trillion. None of us understand how 
much $5.3 trillion is. But the reac-
tionary generation that follows will 
learn, and they will learn all too soon. 
As they become saddled with tremen-
dous debt, they will realize what the 
magnitude of how much $5.3 trillion 
really is. 

Already this reactionary generation 
says that they have a better chance of 
seeing an unidentified flying object 

than they have of seeing $1 of their So-
cial Security money when they retire. 
They see no hope for the future, and 
they look forward to a lifetime of put-
ting in 7.45 percent or more of their 
paycheck and having that matched by 
their employer with another 7.45 per-
cent. That is 15 percent that could have 
been their earnings, that could have 
been money in their pockets or in their 
own retirement accounts. When they 
realize that they will not receive a dol-
lar of that money, what do you suppose 
their reaction will be? Will they pro-
tect Social Security for those already 
in the program? Will they care? Will 
there be a legislative revolution? 

As an accountant, I am fascinated 
with the budget discussion because we 
are talking about numbers, and that is 
exciting. We are talking about bal-
ancing budgets. We are talking about 
formats that will provide us with the 
most information possible, and we are 
doing it in the context of a real budget 
dealing with real people. We are doing 
it in the context of a history where we 
have only balanced the budget once in 
40 years—and that was 28 years ago. 

Some very valid accounting concerns 
have been raised here in debate by op-
ponents of the balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment. I have heard 
reference to the need for capital budg-
eting. I have heard reference to a need 
for Social Security to be off budget. I 
have heard reference to the need to 
take care of accounting problems that 
happen during recessions. As an ac-
countant, I applaud this insight into 
the need for new accounting methods. 

Not only am I an accountant but I 
used to be the mayor of Gillette, WY, 
as it went through a boom and in-
creased in population about two and a 
half times. I know from having been 
through both kinds of economic cycles 
that growth presents many of the same 
problems that recession causes. Under 
both situations a capital budget is re-
quired. We really do need Federal cap-
ital budgets and cash-flow management 
budgets. We need to list all of the cap-
ital purchases, vehicles, buildings, etc., 
that this Government needs to buy for 
the next 1 year, 2 years, 5 years, 10 
years, 50 years. I have found out that 
many agencies or departments have no 
idea how much capital they have. We 
need to have cash-flow budgets so that 
as the cash arrives the purchases can 
be made without extensive deficits. 
That is good business. 

When I heard the Democratic leader 
speaking about capital budgets last 
week, I got excited. That is the kind of 
accounting that we should have al-
ready had. But, this kind of accounting 
has nothing to do with passing the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment. It is just good business. Whether 
we have a capital budget or not, we 
need a balanced budget amendment. 

Last week I heard a lot of debate 
about the need to take Social Security 
off budget. Off budget is a fascinating 
accounting term. In fact in my ac-
counting references I could not even 

find that term. And I have to say from 
listening to the discussions that there 
does not seem to be a lot of consensus 
as to what off budget really means. 

It looks like we found a catch word 
that scares senior citizens and makes 
everyone think this will save Social 
Security. As one who daily approaches 
being a senior, I want to see us get the 
rhetoric out of that term. We give the 
impression that Social Security has 
enough money at the moment. We talk 
about the surpluses going into Social 
Security and being used in the budget. 

Accountants frown at the word ‘‘sur-
plus’’ revenue. Surplus implies more 
than what is needed. That is not the 
case with the Social Security trust 
fund. We give the impression that 
money is being put aside in a special 
account for our seniors so that when 
they retire there will be money to be 
drawn out in their names. That is not 
even close to what actually happens. 

In order for the money that people 
are paying into Social Security today 
to be available for them when they re-
tire, the system must be actuarially 
sound. That means that the money 
going in now at the rate of investment 
allowed on that fund has to generate 
enough revenue so there will be a pay-
out for the period of time promised. We 
have promised to pay out money for 
the remainder of a person’s life at not 
only the rate that he or she is entitled 
to at the time they retire, but also 
with cost-of-living allowances. 

We have already passed laws in this 
country that force businesses doing 
pension funds to make their funds ac-
tuarially sound. They have to build a 
fund that at the time of retirement 
will have enough money in it that can 
pay the benefits for that person for the 
promised amount of time which is usu-
ally the balance of his lifetime. That is 
the law. Businesses are in the process 
of meeting that at an extreme cost to 
themselves. If we force businesses to 
keep their promises, then why do we 
not fulfill our promise to the same peo-
ple and keep our accounts sound? 

At the present time Social Security 
is at least $9.3 trillion away from being 
actuarially sound. Do we have a way to 
generate that money? No. We have to 
perpetuate the current system. That is 
why we cannot privatize the system. 
We would bankrupt the system imme-
diately if we allowed younger genera-
tions to take their money and put it in 
their own fund instead of putting it in 
to be paid out to our seniors imme-
diately. 

We need to have a system where we 
can see how far in debt we are. And we 
need to do that not just for Social Se-
curity but for every single trust fund 
that we have. We either have to change 
the accounting system to account for 
the funds honestly and show how much 
of a deficit there is, or rename them so 
that they are not trust funds. Perhaps 
we should do both. 

OK, we agreed to do a system of pay 
in and pay out trying to build up some 
surpluses to take care of the coming 
influx of people going into retirement. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:10 Oct 24, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1997SENATE\S13FE7.REC S13FE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
O

C
IA

LS
E

C
U

R
IT

Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1341 February 13, 1997 
But, when the baby boomers reach full 
retirement, the Social Security surplus 
will decline at a dramatic rate, eventu-
ally going broke by the year 2012. 

Yes, we need a new accounting sys-
tem for Social Security. Yes, we need 
that system now. No, it is not a part of 
the balanced budget constitutional 
amendment. It is a part of a good gov-
ernment proposition and we need to 
grapple with it and get it under con-
trol. The issue of what accounting sys-
tem to use should not determine if we 
vote for or against a balanced budget 
amendment. A new accounting system 
is needed, but the balanced budget 
amendment is essential. 

The only hope for Social Security is 
a balanced budget, then switch to an 
accounting system that will realisti-
cally deal with the actuarial needs of 
Social Security so that we can protect 
it for future generations. Otherwise we 
will have a revolution that will take 
away seniors’ Social Security. 

Last week I also saw many copies of 
the pocket Constitution of the United 
States being held up and explained. I 
too, carry my own copy of the Con-
stitution of the United States. It was 
given to me some years ago by a dis-
trict judge when I was in the State leg-
islature. 

When I was mayor, on Constitution 
Day, I used to give all members of the 
city council a copy of the Constitution 
and encourage them to read it. Some-
times we read it as a part of the pro-
ceedings of the city council meeting. 
This document is an astonishing docu-
ment. The insight by our forefathers 
was incredible. But this debate has also 
raised some constitutional issues. 

I have heard discussion that some 
people in this body consider this to be 
a draft. It fascinates me, that, with the 
exception of one single provision, the 
Founders of this Constitution consid-
ered it to be a draft. In article 5, in-
structions are given on how a change 
in the Constitution can be made. They 
made it difficult, but possible to 
change. The balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment has to pass by a 
two-thirds vote in each House and then 
it must be ratified by three-fourths of 
the States. 

I think those people who are oppos-
ing a balanced budget constitutional 
amendment know in their hearts that 
this time it will pass and will also have 
swift ratification by the States. If we 
did not believe it would be ratified by 
the States, this would be an easy de-
bate. But we know the people of the 
States want it and the States will re-
spond. If just those States with one or 
more Senators opposing the balanced 
budget constitutional amendment did 
not ratify the constitutional amend-
ment, it would never become a con-
stitutional amendment. 

Why will there be swift ratification? 
First, most of the States already have 
a balanced budget requirement in their 
Constitution. They work under the re-
quirement and know the requirement 
works. They know their limitations 

and the types of challenges that de-
velop from it. They understand that 
the challenges are not a detriment to 
the United States having a balanced 
budget constitutional amendment. 

People understand from their own ex-
perience that you cannot spend more 
than you take in. Almost every school 
child above the third grade is able to 
explain to me that if you spend more 
money than you take in you go broke. 
It has been said that we can learn 
much from children. Children focus on 
problems in more simple terms. Con-
gress has not yet learned what the chil-
dren know. The voters want us to stop 
spending their money they have not 
even earned yet. Our children and 
grandchildren plead with us to balance 
the budget and quit cosigning on their 
behalf for this mountain of debt. 

Another argument that I have heard 
in this debate is the need to adjust 
changes or, using a new term, glitches 
in the economy. $5.3 trillion worth of 
debt has turned people into unbelievers 
about the paternal role of Government 
in our lives. We have already wrestled 
with the $5.3 trillion worth of experi-
ments that wound up with these 
glitches in the economy. Where has it 
taken us? What do we have to show for 
it? The people know the Government 
has little control over the economy. 

I have heard the argument that fami-
lies do not balance their budgets be-
cause they borrow for future such situ-
ations, and they do not pay the debt off 
each year. I agree, they do not. But I 
do hasten to point out that they at 
least pay off a little bit of the debt 
every year. Right now we should not 
only balance the budget, we should in-
clude in that balanced budget an ena-
bling legislation provision to pay off 
the national debt. 

If you went to your banker and said, 
‘‘I want to borrow money to buy a 
house, but I don’t want to have to pay 
anything but the interest for the rest 
of my life,’’ would you get the loan? 
No, you would not. But that is what 
Government is doing. The Government 
is saying, we want you, the American 
people, to be our bankers, but all we 
want to do is pay the interest. I can 
foresee a time when the interest may 
amount to more than all of the other 
spending programs, so it will be tough 
to even pay the interest, and we still 
will not be paying a nickel on the na-
tional debt. Will the next generation be 
reactionary if they pay exorbitant 
taxes and cannot buy anything but in-
terest? 

This does not begin to mention who 
finances our debts. We are fiscally con-
trolled to a limited degree by foreign 
interests because of the large increase 
in their securities holdings. This weak-
ens our economy and independence be-
cause the money is taken out of the 
United States. The interest on the Fed-
eral debt increased from 9 percent of 
total outlays in fiscal year 1980 to 15 
percent in fiscal year 1995. 

The Federal Government has not 
been good about limiting or dis-

ciplining itself in any way. We under-
stand how happy constituents get when 
we throw money at them and their 
wants. We also understand how dis-
appointed and a little bit angry they 
sometimes get when they are not given 
things. 

I was in the Wyoming Legislature for 
10 years. Halfway through that time, I 
moved from the house to the senate. At 
that time the State senate imposed a 
new rule on itself. We have a very lim-
ited time for meeting in Wyoming. We 
meet for 20 days in a budget session, 
which is every other year, and 40 days 
in a regular session. Now we save 2 of 
those days each time in case the Gov-
ernor were to veto something, we could 
call ourselves back into session and 
override it. So we spend 18 days one 
year and 38 days the next, and we avoid 
all special sessions. 

In recent years one thing has hap-
pened that has helped, and that is a 
rule that we imposed on ourselves to 
limit the number of bills that any one 
Senator can introduce in a session. We 
said that in a budget year, a Senator 
could only introduce three bills, and in 
a regular session a Senator could only 
introduce seven bills. We spent a lot of 
hours talking about limiting our own 
right to submit bills. Those who spoke 
most vehemently against it were the 
ones who turned in the most bills. It 
was not unusual for anybody to turn in 
30 bills in a regular session. We passed 
a rule in spite of the opposition. Today 
the biggest supporters of that rule are 
the ones who before the rule turned in 
the most bills. 

Why the change? The ones who 
turned in the most bills discovered two 
things. First, their constituents were 
more pleased with the bill that passed 
than one that was merely introduced. 
Introducing and working a few bills re-
sulted in a higher percentage of bills 
that passed. Second, maybe most im-
portantly, it was much easier to say no 
to a constituent for a new bill if there 
was a prohibition against the number 
of bills allowed to be introduced. 

How does that relate to a constitu-
tional amendment for a balanced budg-
et? I am suggesting that, if we limit 
ourselves by a balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment, we will con-
centrate more on what we really do 
well, and the things that we choose to 
do we will do well. We can have the 
America of our dreams. We will have 
more people participating, we will have 
less people expecting Government to do 
things for them, we will have more 
care and concern for our elders, and we 
will have more concentration on our 
children’s and our grandchildren’s wel-
fare. 

We have an opportunity now to show 
that we can care for our parents and 
our grandparents and will provide for 
our children and our grandchildren. We 
can move to an honest system of ac-
counting so we can end the deficits and 
pay down the debt to show that we 
really believe that the future of Amer-
ica is upon us now. We can preserve 
this as a land of opportunity for future 
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generations. The challenge is now. Do 
we have the courage or do we need a re-
volt from the reactionary generation? 
Please help me to pass the constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et. I will urge all Americans to write 
and call your Representatives and Sen-
ators and tell them to pass the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment. Passing it 5 years from now will 
not suffice. We need action now. 

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona is recognized. 
Mr. KYL. Thank you. 
Mr. President, after listening to the 

Chaplain’s prayer this morning, I was 
reminded of the old saying, ‘‘Every-
body wants to go to Heaven, but not 
everybody wants to do what is nec-
essary to get there.’’ 

In his State of the Union Message, 
the President said he wanted to bal-
ance the budget by the year 2002, but 
he then went on to express opposition 
to the balanced budget amendment. 
Without the discipline of a constitu-
tional balanced budget amendment, 
neither Congress nor the President will 
ever have the courage to pass one. 

The President has submitted a budg-
et that is technically in balance by the 
year 2002. But let us look at it. If you 
check the fine print, you will find that 
75 percent of the savings proposed by 
the President are postponed until the 
last 2 years of the 5-year plan, the 
years after President Clinton’s term 
has ended. That is the problem. 

Just to cite the statistics, Mr. Presi-
dent, the budget deficit this year is 
about $107 billion. You would think if 
you are going to zero in the year 2002, 
and we are at $107 billion this year, we 
would reduce it a little each year until 
we got to zero. But actually the budget 
deficit goes up in fiscal year 1997, and 
the President’s policies would boost it 
another $1.1 billion in fiscal year 1998 
from where it would otherwise have 
been. In fact, in the last year—the year 
that we are supposed to be at zero—the 
savings required to achieve balance 
will be $117 billion. So the Congress 
will have to do more in savings in the 
very last year of this 5-year plan than 
we would have had to do to wipe out 
the deficit in its entirety this year. So 
$107 billion this year; we are going 
down to zero in the last year, and that 
last increment of savings is $117 bil-
lion. 

This is like the person who says, 
‘‘I’m going to go on a diet. I’ve got to 
lose 30 pounds. And I’m going to give 
myself 6 months to do it. But I think 
I’ll eat real high off the hog for the 
first 5 months and 2 weeks, maybe gain 
another 25 pounds or so, so that in the 
last 2 weeks I’ll lose 55 pounds.’’ That 
is what the President’s budget is sug-
gesting. It is precisely why we need a 
constitutional amendment, to force the 
President and the Congress to make 
the tough choices to balance the budg-
et; otherwise, it is the same old thing, 
just put it off until later. We all want 
to lose the weight, but we do not want 
to make the tough choices to lose it. 

Putting off tough choices for as long 
as possible is typical of just about 
every budget plan that we have had in 
the last several years, including the 
plan that Congress approved l1⁄2 years 
ago. It is why the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings deficit reduction law failed in the 
1980’s. 

After all the easy choices have been 
made in the first few years, progress 
toward a balanced budget stops dead in 
its tracks. No one wants to make the 
tough choices needed to achieve the 
larger savings scheduled down the 
road. So the deadline for the balance is 
always pushed off just a few more 
years. 

President Clinton’s budget postpones 
most of the savings, as I said. 

Congress will no doubt come up with 
a budget that will do the same. That is 
what always happens. That is why the 
national debt continues to grow. 

Mr. President, 2 years ago when the 
balanced budget amendment lost by 
one vote, the national debt was ap-
proaching $4.9 trillion. Today, the debt 
is over $5.3 trillion—an increase of 
about $400 billion. That amounts to 
about $1,600—$1,600—for every man, 
woman and child in America. With that 
increase, each American’s share of the 
national debt now totals about $20,000. 
That is about what the average Arizo-
nan earns in a year. 

Two years ago opponents of the bal-
anced budget amendment said a con-
stitutional amendment is not nec-
essary. All we need to do is muster the 
courage to do it ourselves. That is 
what our constituents sent us here to 
do, make these tough choices. But we 
do not make the tough choices. That is 
the way it always happens. 

We actually did pass a balanced budg-
et in the Congress of the United States 
in 1995. In that year it was the Presi-
dent who vetoed the balanced budget. 
So, Mr. President, it demonstrates that 
it is both the Congress and the Presi-
dent. When we muster the courage, the 
President is the one who apparently 
lacks it. 

Since that time, 2 years ago, Con-
gress has had to add tens of billions of 
dollars to the budget just to get the 
President to sign the funding bills into 
law and keep the Government oper-
ating. Just last September, Congress 
had to add $6.5 billion that it would not 
have otherwise spent. And that is on 
top of an increase of about $25 billion 
the Congress had already built into the 
year’s spending legislation. 

Desire and good intentions are not 
enough to ensure that balance will ever 
be achieved. Unless we are bound by 
the Constitution, Members of Congress 
and the President will always find 
some reason to spend more or to put off 
for another year the savings that are 
needed. 

The former Democratic Senator from 
Massachusetts, the late Paul Tsongas, 
explained it this way in testimony be-
fore the Judiciary Committee 2 years 
ago: ‘‘There are a lot of votes in deficit 
spending. There are no votes in fiscal 

discipline. What you have here is a sad 
case of pursuit of self as opposed to 
pursuit of what is in the national inter-
est.’’ 

Senator Tsongas went on to say this: 
‘‘The fact that our generation could 
have conceived of having a consump-
tive lifestyle in leaving all that debt 
behind can only happen if we do not go 
home at night and look at our kids and 
grandkids and feel something.’’ 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
our departed colleague really hit the 
nail on the head. The balanced budget 
amendment is about our children and 
our grandchildren and what kind of 
country we are going to leave them. 

For most of our Nation’s history, 
each generation has worked hard and 
saved and invested so the next genera-
tion would be a little better off. Only 
in the last 40 years has that changed. 
Now Government cannot seem to live 
within its means no matter how much 
it collects in taxes. It has, quite lit-
erally, mortgaged the homes and busi-
nesses our children will not buy or 
build for decades to come. 

My second granddaughter was born 
just about a year ago and she already 
owes, as her share of the national debt, 
$20,000. In fact, she can expect to pay 
more than $187,000 in taxes during her 
lifetime just to pay the interest on the 
debt. What will be left from her income 
to care for her children? How will the 
Government care for the needy of to-
morrow when almost every dollar in in-
dividual income tax revenue is devoted 
just to interest on the national debt? 

Mr. President, a balance budgeted of-
fers hope. Yes, it will require the Con-
gress to prioritize spending so the most 
important programs are not jeopard-
ized, and wasteful programs will have 
to be eliminated. Some of the luxuries 
will have to be postponed. A balanced 
budget will require heavy lifting, but 
offers hope and opportunity to Ameri-
cans today and our children tomorrow. 

The Congressional Budget Office pre-
dicts that a balanced budget would fa-
cilitate a reduction in long-term real 
interest rates of between 1 and 2 per-
cent. That means that more Americans 
will have a chance to live the Amer-
ican dream—to own their own home. A 
2-percent reduction on a typical 30-year 
mortgage of $80,000 would save home-
owners $107 every month. That is $1,284 
a year, or over $38,000 over the life of 
the mortgage. That is money in their 
pockets. A 2-percent reduction in inter-
est rates on a typical $15,000 car loan 
would save buyers $676. The savings 
would accrue on student loans, and 
credit cards, and loans to businesses 
that want to expand or create new jobs. 
Reducing interest rates is probably one 
of the most important things that we 
can do to help people across this coun-
try. 

I know there are those who have 
doubts. Some will say that balancing 
the budget may make sense in good 
economic times, but it is too rigid and 
will prevent us from responding to eco-
nomic emergencies or other hardship 
when that occurs. 
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I think it is important first to point 

out that deficit spending is so in-
grained in the Federal Government 
that we have been running deficits in 
good economic times as well as bad 
during the last 40 years. Deficits have 
not been run solely to rescue the econ-
omy from hardship. If they were, we 
would not be having this debate today. 

Second, it is important to remember 
that the balanced budget amendment 
could be waived in times of true emer-
gency. To ensure such waivers were not 
invoked routinely or without good 
cause, three-fifths of the House and 
Senate would have to agree. That 
should not be difficult in the case of 
real emergency. 

For example, when Congress ex-
tended unemployment compensation in 
response to economic problems in 1975, 
1980, 1982, and 1991, it usually did so by 
a three-fifths majority. So the amend-
ment leaves enough flexibility to re-
spond to real emergencies. 

Mr. President, there is now general 
consensus that balancing the budget is 
the right thing to do. The President 
says he is for it, and the Republican 
majority in Congress says it is for it. 
We may be able to reach an agreement 
with the President and pass a plan this 
year to balance the budget by the year 
2002. But without a balanced budget 
amendment, Congress or the President 
will no doubt find some reason to back-
track from the plan, if not next year, 
then in the year 2000 or 2001, whenever 
the going gets tough. 

If we are serious about balancing the 
budget, we must support the balanced 
budget constitutional amendment. For 
our children’s sake, we must do it now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise to make a few remarks on the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment being considered before us today. 
In the House of Representatives, I was 
fortunate enough to have been involved 
with the passage of this amendment 
during the 104th Congress and I am 
honored to be active once again in our 
efforts to pass this important amend-
ment, and to help secure the American 
dream for future generations. 

Now, proposing an amendment to our 
national charter is not something to be 
taken lightly. It should be undertaken 
only for the most important of causes. 
The Constitution has guaranteed and 
protected the freedom of the American 
people. But it can only continue to de-
fend those freedoms if we give it the 
ability to defend them. An amendment 
to balance the budget will give our 
Constitution the strength it needs to 
continue protecting and defending the 
freedoms that so many Americans 
enjoy. 

A balanced budget promises hope for 
the future, not fear as the naysayers 
will tell you. It promises to draw down 
interest rates, spur new investment de-
cisions and increase our gross domestic 
product. It promises lower unemploy-
ment and more take home pay. And 

very importantly it promises to help 
protect our Social Security system. 

Without it our economic security is 
threatened. One of the most insidious 
aspects of our budget deficit is that it 
amounts to a hidden tax on our in-
come, and on our children’s future in-
come. This hidden tax is felt by every-
one who has taken a loan to pay for 
school, buy a car, or purchase a home. 
Higher interest rates are the taxes lev-
ied by a government that has not the 
courage to live responsibly or even 
honestly. We must balance the budget 
and thereby eliminate this hidden tax. 

The Joint Economic Committee esti-
mates, and you have heard the esti-
mates before, but I think they bear re-
peating, that yearly savings on an 
$80,000 home mortgage would amount 
to $1,272 by balancing the budget and 
that a student fresh out of school pay-
ing back a student loan would save 
about $180 per year because of the 
lower interest rates. These are not illu-
sory effects or empty promises; they 
are rather the assurances of a respon-
sible Government that balances its 
budget year after year and pays down 
the debt. 

But the Keynesian apostles will tell 
you the economy will collapse in tough 
times with a balanced budget amend-
ment because it could force Congress to 
take actions that could exacerbate a 
recession. They are wrong. 

Opponents of the amendment before 
us argue that deficit spending is some-
times necessary to offset the negative 
effects of a recession, natural disaster, 
or war and to ease the flow of the busi-
ness cycle. Now, they would argue that 
during tough times the Government 
should deficit spend and borrow against 
future prosperity. But this is simply 
the wrong approach. Future prosperity 
is our children’s prosperity, and it 
should never be leveraged to provide 
for the consumptive desires of big Gov-
ernment. 

This amendment would not force 
Congress to raise taxes during a reces-
sion. 

Our fiscal policy over the last 40 
years has hinged on the desire to def-
icit spend during times of both reces-
sion and expansion. So those who claim 
this amendment would place a strait-
jacket on our Nation’s fiscal policies 
are correct. It would place a strait-
jacket on bad fiscal policies by placing 
emphasis on less Government spending 
rather than more. 

Deficit spending exacerbates the Fed-
eral debt, crowds out private invest-
ment decisions that bolster the econ-
omy, and leverages the country out of 
future economic growth and pros-
perity. 

We must balance the budget by cut-
ting taxes, the right taxes, and Govern-
ment spending, cutting that. 

So why are the opponents of this 
measure trying to stop the balanced 
budget amendment? 

Because, as a matter of economic 
policy this amendment means an end 
to the tax and spend economics that 

has given us our bloated, centralized 
Federal Government. What it boils 
down to is this: This amendment will 
help us put our fiscal house in order by 
ending faulty Keynesian policy and 
freeing up private enterprise and en-
couraging entrepreneurship. What 
works in America is the individual cre-
ativity and ingenuity of our people. 
This amendment will give us the tool 
to help realize that truth. 

Unfortunately, the fear-mongering 
attempts by the administration have 
been focused on transforming this de-
bate from a debate about hope and fu-
ture prosperity to a debate about an 
imagined fiscal doomsday. They want 
to continue following the failed 
Keynesian policies that have produced 
the most massive peacetime debt in 
our Nation’s history and they know 
that this amendment will not allow 
them to do that. 

Now, I have a chart of what has hap-
pened to our Nation’s debt over the 
course of our country’s short history. I 
think it is pretty interesting and tell-
ing. You can tell that in earlier times 
we would hold a major debt during 
times of war, such as during the Revo-
lutionary War, when we had a high 
debt in this country. During the Civil 
War, we had a high debt. Certainly, 
during World War I and World War II, 
we had a high debt in this country. But 
then when you look at between the 
times of war, we virtually didn’t have 
any debt at all, or we pushed it down— 
up until the past 30 years. Instead, dur-
ing this period of time, we have in-
creased our debt into the massive debt 
that we have today. 

Mr. President, there is no reason for 
this debt that exists today. It has been 
fiscally irresponsible, morally irre-
sponsible. It is a debt, a burden, a 
mortgage on America that our children 
will have to pay off. It is morally 
wrong of us to do that. This balanced 
budget amendment will keep this from 
happening in the future, so that future 
generations, future children coming 
into this country, won’t be burdened 
with this tax on them, a tax which 
they never even voted on. 

Yesterday morning, when I walked 
into my office, the national debt was 
$5,325,298,771,668.63. This morning, when 
I walked into the office, the national 
debt was calculated at 
$5,325,967,417,901.67. Now, that means 
that, while America worked yesterday, 
its commitment to paying off the debt 
increased by almost $670 million. 

Mr. President, that was actually a 
cheap day for what we are running here 
lately. Every day that the Senate de-
bates this issue, the average increase 
in our debt has been a $694 million. So 
we actually had a good day yesterday. 
But it’s still a $694 million increase per 
day. Every day we debate this issue, 
the debt of our Federal Government 
grows. 

Wait, let’s talk about it in real 
terms, per person. Statistics compiled 
by the Tax Foundation indicate that 
the median dual-income family pays a 
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little over $15,000 in Federal taxes each 
year. That means that over 46,000 fami-
lies will have to work the entire year 
just to pay for the time we spend de-
bating this amendment today alone. 
That is money that could have been 
spent to send a child to college, or to 
make a downpayment on a home. 

I want to talk about it in more per-
sonal terms, about Bud Hentzen of 
Wichita, KS, and his family and what 
they are going to owe for interest on 
the national debt. Bud is a proud fam-
ily man. He has 10 children. He also has 
30 grandchildren. He did a calculation, 
and he was a little nervous about this. 
He is proud of his children and grand-
children, as well. He wants to leave 
them a better and brighter future. He 
has worked hard all his life to provide 
for his children and for their future. He 
wants his country to be strong for 
them in the future. While he personally 
has been responsible for providing for 
those children and educating them, he 
looks at his Federal Government and 
calculates that his 10 children collec-
tively owe over $700,000, and his 30 
grandchildren collectively owe over 
$4.8 million for a total of over $5.5 mil-
lion just to pay the interest on the 
debt for the Bud Hentzen family. 

That is not right. That is not what 
we are sent here to do. That is cer-
tainly not what Bud Hentzen would 
want us to do. He told me that the only 
thing he could tell them about the na-
tional debt was, ‘‘I am sorry we left 
you this debt.’’ Well, so am I. We ought 
to be more than sorry—we should be 
ashamed. 

This story makes it clear that this 
debate is about our children and their 
future. And it is about the immorality 
of our present system and whether or 
not we have the courage to change it 
for the better. 

Yet, opponents also claim that Con-
gress does not need a balanced budget 
constitutional amendment in order to 
achieve balance. It simply needs cour-
age. Well, our recent history proves 
that this claim is false. This argument 
is dubious because it admits that oppo-
nents of this amendment are motivated 
by political expediency, not true re-
form. For should the importance of a 
balanced budget disappear from the 
mind of America, the pressure to bal-
ance the budget would likely disappear 
from the minds of Members of Congress 
and the Senate. We are here to debate 
an issue of national importance that 
the march of time cannot and should 
not erode. This debate is not about the 
political whim of the day, it is about 
the economic future of our country. 
Let us then bind ourselves not by the 
political culture of the day, but by the 
resolve to complete the work we have 
started. 

The time to act is now. We must not 
betray our duty to our children and 
grandchildren, to Bud Hentzen’s chil-
dren and grandchildren, by failing to 
act on an issue that is so important. 

It is a moral imperative that we bal-
ance the budget and that we further 

give ourselves the tools we will need. 
How will future generations judge us if 
we have not the strength to end this 
practice of spending our children’s in-
heritance for the sake of big Govern-
ment? No doubt, when the pages of his-
tory have spoken, the debate we are 
herein engaged will be remembered not 
by the shrillness of the rhetoric, but by 
the consequences of our action. May 
those consequences enrich our Con-
stitution, defend our freedoms, and 
protect our children. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks time? 
Mr. HAGEL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska is recognized. 
Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise 

today to, again, voice my strong sup-
port for Senate Joint Resolution 1, the 
balanced budget amendment. I might 
add that there are many ‘‘Bud 
Hentzens’’ in Nebraska, just as my dis-
tinguished colleague from Kansas so 
eloquently stated. The numbers are 
real. I would like to pick up on my dis-
tinguished colleagues’ remarks with 
the following statement: 

During this debate, we have heard a 
number of arguments from both sides 
on the effects of a balanced budget 
amendment. I believe this debate 
comes down to one question: Is the bal-
anced budget amendment in the best 
interest of our children, their children, 
and the future of America? My answer 
is ‘‘yes.’’ 

Balancing our Federal budget is crit-
ical to ensuring that the American 
dream lives for our future generations. 
The real issue behind balancing the 
budget is our national debt. Mr. Presi-
dent, our national debt has risen to 
proportions that are virtually unimagi-
nable to most of us. Numbers like $5.3 
trillion in present debt, or $7 trillion in 
debt by the year 2002 are so far beyond 
the range of the daily lives of most per-
sons that these numbers are easily dis-
missed. But these numbers cannot be 
dismissed. These are not just numbers. 
Each and every dime of our debt rep-
resents a burden we are placing square-
ly on the shoulders of our children. It 
is our children—our children—whose 
incomes will be taxed to pay off this 
debt. It is our children who will have to 
deal with a limited-growth-in-job-op-
portunity world because the debt has 
so constricted this economy that op-
portunities and possibilities will be se-
verely limited for our children. It is 
our children who may never be able to 
purchase their own homes, or send 
their children to college, because their 
incomes will be consumed with high 
taxes to pay for an oppressive Govern-
ment and make payments on the enor-
mous debt that we have run up for 
them. 

The balanced budget amendment is 
no cure-all. Passing it will not save us 
from the hard choices required to bal-
ance this budget. But it will help us get 
there. It will force Congress to deal 
with the budget honestly. It will force 

Congress down a different path than 
the one it has traveled for 36 of the last 
37 years. It will force Congress to bal-
ance the budget. Most importantly, it 
will force Congress to keep the bal-
anced budget—to keep the balanced 
budget. It will give our future genera-
tions the hope and opportunities so 
that they can determine their own fu-
tures and the futures of their children, 
rather than being held hostage by an 
undisciplined Congress and an undisci-
plined Government deciding their fu-
tures for them by mortgaging their fu-
tures. 

Creating the kinds of opportunities 
for our children that we have enjoyed 
will require the kind of economic 
growth that should be America’s leg-
acy for the 21st century. It will require 
bold, strong, and imaginative leader-
ship. To get there, we must cut Gov-
ernment spending, cut taxes, and cut 
regulations. We need to cut the size 
and scope of Government and allow pri-
vate and personal initiative to soar. We 
must bring Government back to the 
people, where it is accountable. Bal-
ancing the budget is critical to this ef-
fort. 

Our children deserve better than a 
balanced budget based on ‘‘ifs,’’ ‘‘buts,’’ 
‘‘maybes,’’ conditional tax cuts, and 
conditional spending cuts. They de-
serve the security of knowing Congress 
is required to balance the budget every 
year. They deserve to know that Con-
gress will not continue to add to the 
national debt. They deserve to know 
that we are not playing shell games 
and numbers games and word games 
with their futures. 

Either we are going to balance the 
budget or we are not. Let us be honest. 
Let us be honest with our children and 
our grandchildren. Let us be honest 
with this country. Our children deserve 
better than the hocus-pocus that we 
have been giving them. Where is our 
leadership? Where is the leadership in 
this Congress? Where is the leadership 
in this body? Where is the courage in 
this body? And where is the outrage? 
Where is the outrage in the U.S. Con-
gress for what we are doing and what 
we have done to the children of this 
country? 

We must get control of the Federal 
budget and America’s fiscal policy. We 
must enforce lasting fiscal discipline 
on the Congress of the United States. A 
balanced budget amendment ensures 
that we will balance the budget for 
years to come. Regardless of who is 
President, regardless of which party 
controls the Congress, the balanced 
budget amendment would be a non-
partisan enforcer of controlled Federal 
spending and responsible fiscal policy. 

We owe our children no less. We owe 
our children more than flimsy promises 
and optimistic assumptions. We owe it 
to them to make a lasting commitment 
to balance the budget of the United 
States for years to come. They deserve 
no less than the same opportunities 
that were afforded each of us. In fact, 
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Mr. President, they deserve greater op-
portunities to succeed just as our op-
portunities exceeded those of our par-
ents. That has been the legacy of every 
American generation. That is the 
magic of America. That is the great-
ness of America. 

The only way to ensure this commit-
ment to our children, the only way to 
make sure our promises are not un-
done, is to pass the balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. 

Mr. President, thank you, and I yield 
my time. 

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, thank 

you, 
Mr. President, I have been watching 

this debate over the last few days, and 
I heard some of the opponents to a bal-
anced budget amendment talk in a 
very eloquent way, as I have heard 
throughout the years. It seems like the 
arguments never change. So what I 
have done is picked up a few of these, 
and I would like to respond to some of 
these arguments. 

The other day one of the Members 
who has argued against a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution 
for as long as I can remember made the 
comment that proponents want to 
treat children like children, hiding the 
hard truth from them, and then went 
on to elaborate about all of the things 
that are going to happen if we don’t 
fully disclose what is going on with the 
proposition of a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. 

I can remember so well back when 
my No. 2 child was learning to ride a 
bicycle back in Oklahoma. I can re-
member when he got on. He was wob-
bling. Maybe, Mr. President, you have 
gone through the same thing. I finally 
got him so that he was able to go in a 
straight, narrow line. Then he made his 
first trip around the neighborhood. He 
is a hand surgeon today. He came back, 
and he said something to me that is 
very profound. He said, ‘‘You know, 
daddy, I wish the whole world were 
downhill.’’ 

I think what we need to do is be fully 
honest with everyone and let them 
know that it is not going to be easy if 
we pass a balanced budget amendment 
to the Constitution because, in fact, 
the whole world is not downhill. It is 
going to take some sacrifices. We have 
demonstrated very clearly what is 
going to happen if we do not do it. 

I heard the other day opponents say-
ing they are tired of Washington tell-
ing people what to do and the Wash-
ington-knows-best mentality, that the 
balanced budget amendment is the ul-
timate Washington mandate. I suggest 
to you that just the reverse is true. We 
can talk about this all we want, but 
what we are saying to the American 
people when we deny them the oppor-
tunity to have ultimately a balanced 
budget is we want to keep control of all 
of these things in Washington. 

Reference was made yesterday to the 
Governors who are talking about how 

they are cutting taxes in their States 
and the successes that they have had 
and suggested that the budget bal-
ancing amendment, if passed, would 
force the States to have massive tax 
increases. Let me tell you. That just 
isn’t true. The problem that we have 
right now is there is a mentality that 
I think prevails in both bodies of Con-
gress, or did at least up until 1994, and 
certainly does today in the White 
House; that is this direct relationship 
between taxation and the deficit. 

I can remember when this President 
was sworn into office and he appointed 
Laura Tyson to be the chief financial 
adviser to the administration. She 
said—and this is a direct quote—in di-
rect contradiction to 12 years of Repub-
lican ideology, ‘‘There is no relation-
ship between the level of taxes a nation 
pays and its economic performance.’’ 
To me this is really the key to the 
whole thing—somebody who actually 
believed that. If you carry it on to its 
logical conclusion, you would say that 
all you have to do is have a taxation 
level of 100 percent, and everyone is 
going to be motivated the same and 
our revenues would go up. We know, 
obviously, that is not true. There are 
many Democrats who knew that wasn’t 
true back when President Kennedy was 
President. He came out and said that 
we have to raise revenues, that we have 
needs, and that the best way to raise 
revenues is to reduce taxes. He did, and 
it happened. Of course, we look 
throughout history and we see it has 
happened over and over again. 

In the case of all those who are crit-
ical of the administration and say that 
back during the 10 years or the decade 
of the Republican administrations in 
the White House, the tax increases, or 
the deficit increases, came they say as 
a result of the tax decreases when in 
fact the total revenues that came into 
the Federal Government in 1980 was 
$517 billion. In 1990 it was $1.031 tril-
lion, exactly doubled. That happened 
during a decade of the greatest tax re-
duction in the history of this country. 

Mr. President, I know that we are 
coming up toward the end of the time. 
But I would like to respond to just two 
more of the statements that have been 
made. 

First of all, they said that the bal-
anced budget amendment will give 
politicians the ‘‘license to cut and 
slash needed programs.’’ 

The Heritage Foundation not too 
long ago came out—and they have up-
dated it since then—with a study that 
came to the conclusion that if we took 
all of the Federal programs and had a 
built-in increase of 1 percent, or 1.5 
percent, or 2 percent, you could actu-
ally balance the budget, that you could 
eliminate the deficit without cutting 
one Federal program. The problem is 
that programs come in—and we have 
seen it happen over the years—histori-
cally, they will come in and say this is 
going to meet a problem that we have, 
the problem goes away, and the pro-
gram stays on. 

I am always reminded of one of the 
great speeches made in our time called 
a ‘‘rendezvous with destiny’’ when Ron-
ald Reagan made that speech long be-
fore he was in public office. He said, 
‘‘There is nothing closer to immor-
tality on the face of this Earth than a 
government program once formed.’’ 
That is what we have seen over and 
over again. This has been going on for 
a long time. 

I can remember when there was a 
very prominent Senator from Ne-
braska, Carl Curtis. Carl Curtis back in 
1975 had a bright idea. He said, ‘‘We are 
going to have to do something about 
this debt.’’ I think the whole debt was 
less than $400 billion at that time. He 
said, ‘‘In order to do something about 
this, we are going to have to show that 
the States want it and that the people 
want it.’’ So he decided to come and 
ratify an amendment to the Constitu-
tion in advance. I remember when he 
came to Oklahoma. I happened to be in 
the State senate at that time and in-
troduced a preratification resolution 
where we ratified it in advance. Then 
all of the rest of the States came in. 

I would suggest to you that there is 
a great groundswell out there of people 
who want this to happen, and they rec-
ognize that it is not going to happen 
otherwise. We listen to people stand on 
the floor. I have not heard one person 
stand up here and say, ‘‘We want larger 
deficits. We want to increase the debt.’’ 
They don’t say that. They say, ‘‘We 
will do the responsible thing. We need 
to make the hard decisions.’’ 

The problem is that for the last 40 
years we have not made the right deci-
sions, and we have not made the tough 
decisions. Now that we have an oppor-
tunity, a rare opportunity, one that is 
realistic, it could actually happen, be-
cause we only missed it by one vote a 
year ago. 

Let me finally conclude by saying 
that one Senator stood on the floor the 
other day. This is a quote. He said, 
‘‘The budget balancing amendment is 
nothing more than a vague and empty 
promise. Most Senators who support it 
will not even be here in the year 2002 
when it will take effect.’’ 

Let me suggest to you that as a re-
sult of the vote, it is very likely that 
there will be a lot of Senators who will 
not be here. I will make a statement 
that sounds a little bit extreme. But I 
have to make it. 

If you look back at the voting behav-
ior of those U.S. Senators who do not 
want a balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution, you will find that 
those are the ones who are the liberals. 
By ‘‘liberals,’’ I am talking about indi-
viduals who vote for greater tax in-
creases, who want more Government 
involvement in our lives. I have a chart 
here that shows that. Those who voted 
against the balanced budget amend-
ment last year—and there were 33 of 
them—of those 33, all of them, 100 per-
cent of them, voted for the largest— 
this is called the tax stimulus pro-
gram—the largest tax increase that we 
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had in 1994. And all of them have either 
a D or an F rating by the National Tax-
payers Union. 

A lot of people forget that we don’t 
have to guess how people perform up 
here because there are all kinds of or-
ganizations that are giving us ratings. 
How is that going to affect some of the 
other elections? If you look back and 
you look at the Members of Congress 
that were defeated or retired in 1994, in 
the Senate there are 11, and 8 of them 
fell into this same spending class. In 
other words, those individuals who are 
getting defeated now in the polls are 
individuals who are big spenders and 
individuals who are for tax increases as 
opposed to cutting the size of Govern-
ment. 

So I think there are some very real 
ramifications to this that are political 
ramifications. I suggest to you, Mr. 
President, that there are a lot of Mem-
bers in here who, if they vote against 
our effort—it is a genuine effort for a 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution—will have to pay the po-
litical price for that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Rhode Island 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

f 

OUR EDUCATIONAL IMPERATIVE 

Mr. REED. I rise today to speak 
about an issue that is critical to our 
country and critical to our future, and 
that issue is education. 

Education has always been crucial to 
our country. Indeed, one of the great-
est triumphs of our Nation has been 
the creation of public education 
through high school and in the postwar 
years the expansion of access to higher 
education. 

Our ancestors grasped a fundamental 
truth. Education is the engine that 
powers our economy, and it is the force 
that sustains our over 200-year experi-
ment in democracy. ‘‘Yankee inge-
nuity,’’ groomed in the schoolrooms of 
New England and transported across 
the continent, spurred an era of inven-
tion that catapulted America to eco-
nomic leadership. But education is 
more than just economic progress. 
Education has allowed us to keep faith 
with the basic tenet of our country. At 
the core of American experience is the 
commitment to equal opportunity, and 
education is the greatest source of op-
portunity in a free society. It can tran-
scend the circumstances of income, re-
gion, race, and gender to reaffirm the 
enduring belief that an individual 
through effort can achieve his or her 
fullest potential in America. 

Throughout our history, education 
has always been an important part of 
the American experience. Today, it is 
rapidly becoming the essential compo-
nent of our national life. The combina-
tion of extraordinary progress in tech-
nology, particularly information tech-
nology, and the unprecedented growth 
of international commerce has made 

education the key to our leadership in 
the world and our prosperity here at 
home. 

As we pass from the industrial age to 
the information age, the work of the 
future demands skills which only can 
be obtained through lifetime learning. 
And as we move into an era of global 
competition, we find ourselves pitted 
against workers and students around 
the world. What might have been ade-
quate for America in the age of the 
Model T in a more insular world is 
plainly inadequate in the age of the 
Pentium processor and in a world in 
which the boundaries of business sel-
dom conform to the boundaries of na-
tions. 

As Norman Augustine, vice chairman 
and CEO of Lockheed-Martin, said, 
‘‘More and more, we see that competi-
tion in the international market place 
is in reality a battle of the class-
rooms.’’ 

The American people recognize that 
we can and we must do much more to 
improve the quality of education. Stud-
ies comparing American students with 
their foreign contemporaries in the 
‘‘battle of the classrooms,’’ as referred 
to by Mr. Augustine, show that Amer-
ican students are not first in the world. 
In fact, they are only about average. 
The third international mathematics 
and science study, TIMSS for short, 
the largest international science and 
math study ever undertaken, was re-
leased last fall. 

The study found that U.S. eighth 
graders scored barely above the world 
average in science and below the world 
average in mathematics. Being ‘‘aver-
age’’ will not sustain the United States 
in a world where technology and trade 
demand excellence. 

Just last month, Education Week, in 
collaboration with the Pew Charitable 
Trust, released a report card on the 
condition of public schools in the 50 
States. The report characterized public 
education in the United States as ‘‘rid-
dled with excellence but rife with me-
diocrity.’’ With respect to the bottom 
line, student performance, the conclu-
sion of the report is sobering. ‘‘We did 
not give States a letter grade. If we 
had, all would have failed. Nationally, 
only 28 percent of 4th graders tested in 
1994 were able to read at or above the 
proficient level and only 21 percent of 
8th graders tested in 1992 were pro-
ficient or better in math.’’ 

The American people recognize these 
shortcomings and the compelling need 
to enhance education in the United 
States. They also want the Federal 
Government to play an appropriate 
role in this process of educational re-
form. Last month, a survey was re-
leased by the Coalition for America’s 
Children, and it found that 76 percent 
of those polled favored increases in 
Federal spending for education. 

However, spending alone will not re-
invigorate education in the United 
States. At every level of Government— 
Federal, State, and local—calling on 
parents, teachers, business and commu-

nity leaders, the great civic core of 
America, we must all work together to 
make education come alive in the lives 
of our children. Our task is twofold: To 
improve the quality of public edu-
cation and to enhance access to higher 
education. 

Now, when we consider elementary 
and secondary education, we imme-
diately must recognize the central role 
played by the States. Historically, 
States have been the leaders in public 
education from grades K through 12. 
And when we boast of the extraor-
dinary success of public education in 
the United States throughout our his-
tory, we are paying tribute to the fore-
sight and wisdom of State and local 
leaders who invested in education. But 
it is not without some irony that 
today, as we talk about devolution of 
more and more social programs and 
policies to the States, we at the same 
time point to the disturbing signs of 
educational malaise. The ‘‘devolu-
tionists’’ frequently prescribe the 
States as the all-purpose remedy for 
every social problem, forgetting that 
the States like the Feds are political 
institutions awash in conflicting inter-
ests and afflicted with lapses of polit-
ical will. That is not to suggest that 
the role of education in the States has 
been overtaken. It should suggest, how-
ever, that States alone have not and 
cannot cut through the tangle of finan-
cial difficulties, political interests and 
emerging problems that beset public 
education as we approach the next cen-
tury. There is a real opportunity and 
need for Federal leadership as a cata-
lyst for reform. 

In confronting the challenge of public 
education, we cannot confine ourselves 
to just the schools. We must reach out 
beyond the schools to the children. The 
first goal of Goals 2000 is that all chil-
dren will start school ready to learn. 
And as we discover more and more 
about childhood development, this goal 
becomes increasingly more important. 
It also becomes increasingly more ob-
vious that our efforts must encompass 
the youngest children as well as those 
children just ready to enter school. 
Scientific evidence points to the crit-
ical years from birth to age 3 in the de-
velopment of intellectual and emo-
tional abilities. As such, child care is 
an essential part of any strategy for 
the long-term improvement of edu-
cation. Good prenatal care, pediatric 
health care, and quality day care are 
all components of educational reform. 
In fact, an emphasis on early interven-
tion may save scarce educational dol-
lars in the long run. Research indicates 
that children who attend quality child 
care programs are less likely to be 
placed in special education or to be re-
tained in grade. 

It is here in the area of child care 
that the Federal Government has long 
played an important roll. With the cre-
ation of the Head Start program in 
1965, the Federal Government em-
barked on an ambitious attempt to 
reach low-income children. Over the 
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past several decades, Head Start has 
gained widespread and bipartisan sup-
port. But despite this support, the pro-
gram still only serves one out of three 
eligible children. More must be done to 
reach a larger population of eligible 
children. Moreover, we must con-
sciously develop programs that involve 
very young children. 

If we are serious about having all 
children ready to learn when they 
enter school, then we must commit 
ourselves to ensuring that every child 
has affordable access to quality health 
care and day care. We cannot and 
should not usurp the role of parents. As 
such, our strategies should be just as 
much about enabling parents to be bet-
ter parents, with the time and income 
to do their part, as it is to reach out 
and teach the children. 

While we summon the will and the 
resources to prepare children for 
school, we cannot ignore the urgent 
need to reform our schools. The recent 
study by Education Week revealed that 
on average less than one-third of 
fourth graders were proficient in read-
ing and less than one-third of eighth 
graders were proficient in math. In a 
comparison of cut-off points on em-
ployer tests to student scores on na-
tional standardized exams, researchers, 
Richard Murnane and Frank Levy, 
found that ‘‘close to half of all 17-year- 
olds cannot read or do math at the 
level needed to get a job in a modern 
automobile plant.’’ And consistent 
with these findings, the TIMSS report 
revealed that American students were 
not leading the world but were about 
average in a world economy that in-
creasingly demands excellence, not me-
diocrity. 

In evaluating this lackluster per-
formance, the TIMSS report surpris-
ingly did not blame the usual sus-
pects—too much TV, not enough class 
time, not enough homework. It turns 
out that American eighth graders 
spend more hours per year in math and 
science classes than their Japanese and 
German counterparts. American teach-
ers assign more homework and spend 
more class time discussing it than 
teachers in Germany and Japan. And, 
it turns out that heavy TV watching is 
as common among Japanese eighth 
graders as it is among American eighth 
graders. What then is the problem? The 
TIMSS report strongly suggests that 
American students receive a ‘‘less-ad-
vanced curriculum, which is also less 
focused.’’ At the heart of this dis-
appointing performance is the content 
and rigor of what is taught and the 
techniques used to teach it. In short, 
content and instructional standards 
are not adequate. 

We will not materially improve pub-
lic education in the United States until 
we adopt challenging standards, assess 
the performance of children with re-
gard to these standards, and hold 
schools accountable for these stand-
ards. Standards, assessment, account-
ability: the keys to reinvigorating pub-
lic education. 

A few years back, there was a pop-
ular book entitled All I Really Need to 

Know I Learned in Kindergarten. I 
guess I was a little slow because I’m 
tempted to say I learned a great deal in 
the Army and that was many years 
after kindergarten. One of the great 
lessons of my Army experience is the 
transforming power of high quality 
standards, realistic assessments, and 
accountability. In the wake of the 
Vietnam war, a demoralized and pub-
licly scorned military began to re-
invent itself and, over the last 2 dec-
ades, has become one of the most effec-
tive institutions in the country. Many 
factors can be cited: the development 
of an all volunteer force, the leadership 
of an extraordinary group of profes-
sionals who served in Vietnam and 
went on to senior positions in the Pen-
tagon. But, a critical, and sometimes 
overlooked, factor was the develop-
ment of training doctrine that rested 
on detailed standards and realistic as-
sessments. 

As a company grade officer, I saw the 
transition from unimaginative field 
manuals couched in general terms to 
materials that broke down missions 
into constituent tasks, stressed the 
mastery of these tasks, and, then, the 
careful merging of individual tasks 
into group effort. At every stage, clear 
standards of performance were identi-
fied and evaluated. Complementing 
these doctrinal changes was a renewed 
emphasis on ‘‘training the trainer’’. 
Professional development was stressed 
not only for officers but throughout 
the ranks, particularly non-commis-
sioned officers who are the backbone of 
the military. Finally, accountability, 
always a hallmark of the military serv-
ice, could be refocused from the mun-
dane, ‘‘did the troops look good’’, to 
the critical, could the unit accomplish 
its mission in the most realistic cir-
cumstances. American education, 
today, seems to be at a similar cross-
roads as the post-Vietnam military. 
And, the lesson of standards, assess-
ments, and accountability seems equal-
ly compelling, for education today. 

American students are graded from 
the moment they enter school. They 
repeatedly take tests. But, seldom are 
they measured against agreed upon 
content standards. As such, school is 
less about understanding a core body of 
knowledge and using that knowledge 
than it is about attendance. For too 
many students, the only ‘‘standard’’ 
that counts is showing up frequently 
enough to get a high school diploma. 
Thus, it is no surprise that half of high 
school graduates would have a difficult 
time getting a job in a modern auto-
mobile plant. 

In a recent survey by a national non- 
profit group, Public Agenda, reported 
in the Washington Post, high school 
students expressed their criticism of 
school. At the top of their list was the 
observation that their classes are not 
challenging enough. A typical response 
from a student is revealing. ‘‘ ’I didn’t 
do one piece of homework last year in 
math’ he said. ’I just took the tests . 
I’d get A’s on the tests, not do the 
homework, and I got a B in class. 
There’s just lots of ways to get around 

it.’’’ This subering comment was found 
throughout this discussion in the re-
port, but, the researchers were encour-
aged to find ‘‘strong support among 
students for having tougher standards 
in class. Three-fourths of them said 
they believed they would learn more, 
and school would seem more meaning-
ful, if they were pushed harder by bet-
ter teachers.’’ As Deborah Wadsworth, 
the executive director of Public Agen-
da, declared, ‘‘The students seem to be 
crying out for the adults in their lives 
to take a stand and inspire them to do 
more.’’ 

Standards are about excellence, but 
they are also about equality of oppor-
tunity. Diane Ravitch, a professor at 
Columbia and a former official in 
President Bush’s education depart-
ment, wrote, 

‘‘[n]ations that establish national stand-
ards do so to insure equality of education as 
well as higher achievement . . . they make 
explicit what they expect children to learn 
to insure that all children have access to the 
same educational opportunities.’’ Until we 
establish effective standards and evaluate 
children according to those standards, we 
will continue to ignore disparities in the 
educational experience of children through-
out the United States. 

In keeping with the critical role of 
standards as benchmarks for excellence 
and equality of opportunity, it is excit-
ing to note President Clinton’s pro-
posal to develop voluntary national as-
sessments for reading at the fourth 
grade and math at the eighth grade. 
These assessments could truly be the 
bridge between standards and account-
ability; the bridge to a renewal of pub-
lic education, in the United States. 

Recognizing the critical role that 
standards can play in the reformation 
of public education, Congress in 1994 
adopted the Goals 2000: Educate Amer-
ica Act. Goals 2000 sought to place vol-
untary national standards at the cen-
ter of national debate about edu-
cational reform. 

As a member of the Education and 
Labor Committee in the other body, I 
was an active participant in the draft-
ing of Goals 2000. I vigorously pressed 
to ensure that standards were a key 
component of the strategy for edu-
cational reform, and that there would 
be accountability for these standards. 
One of the persistent failures of edu-
cational reform is the failure to follow 
through. We all are aware of repeated 
studies that chronicle the problems of 
public education and propose credible 
reforms, but never seemed to go 
anylace. All of these studies seem to 
languish, gathering dust on the 
shelves. Even if the diagnosis is right, 
no mechanism is put in place to trans-
late plans into results. 

As such, I thought that, along with 
standards, the Goals 2000 process 
should require the state and local edu-
cational authorities to answer a funda-
mental question: what will you do 
when a school or a school system fails 
to meet the standards established for 
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its students? Failure to answer this 
question and to act accordingly will 
doom meaningful educational reform. 

I was pleased that a provision encom-
passing this question was included as a 
requirement of the state plan pursuant 
to Goals 2000. In the spirit of the vol-
untary nature of Goals 2000, the Fed-
eral Government did not mandate any 
particular approach to failing schools, 
but, in the process of developing stand-
ards-based reform, it would prompt 
states to ask this fundamental ques-
tion. This provision is still on the 
books. However, the overall impor-
tance of the state plan has been dimin-
ished. Tucked into the budget signed 
by President Clinton in April of 1996 is 
language that removes the requirement 
for these State plans to be submitted 
to the Secretary of Education. 

This unraveling of the minimal re-
quirements of Goals 2000 does not bode 
well for ultimately tackling the tough 
issues of reform at the local level. 
Without the ‘‘seriousness’’ engendered 
by preparing a submission for Secre-
tarial review, these plans might be-
come another specimen on the dusty 
shelf of accumulated plans for edu-
cational reform. Moreover, despite the 
protests of many local elected leaders, 
many local educational leaders will 
concede that requirements in Wash-
ington frequently help them to cut 
through the tangle of local interests 
that impede effective local reform. 

Nevertheless, Goals 2000 is a mile-
stone in emphasizing voluntary na-
tional standards and hopefully will 
continue to serve as a springboard for 
educational reform. Standards are crit-
ical, but without good teaching these 
standards will also languish. 

IMPROVED TEACHING 
Challenging content standards must 

be matched by effective teachers. Con-
tinuous professional development is no 
longer a luxury and can no longer be 
incidental to teaching. The exponential 
growth in knowledge and constantly 
changing insights on teaching tech-
niques require continual reeducation of 
teachers. Regrettably, such constant 
professional development is the excep-
tion today. Resources for professional 
development at the local, State, and 
Federal levels are constrained. But, 
more than resources are necessary. 
There must be a renewed commitment 
by all concerned parties. In particular, 
teachers and their unions must be at 
the forefront of this effort for profes-
sional development. 

Teacher unions are powerful forces. 
They must become powerful forces to 
raise the capability and expertise of 
their members. Too often, teacher 
unions are perceived as interested only 
in the benefits of their members and 
not the in improvement of education. I 
do not believe this to be the case, but 
this perception is widely held and must 
be reversed. Teacher unions should be 
seen as champions for raising the qual-
ity of teaching in the United States. 
That means challenging their members 
to be better teachers, helping them to 

meet that important challenge and, in 
the small number of cases where indi-
vidual teachers are not up to the chal-
lenge, working with local authorities 
to remove that teacher from the class-
room. It also means being full partners 
in local reform efforts and viewing this 
reform effort in terms of what it adds 
to the quality of education rather than 
what it may subtract from the current 
status quo. This mission should not be 
viewed as something extra that the 
union does as a courtesy to the public. 
It must be at the very core of their ac-
tivities and increasingly the dominant 
rationale for their existence. 

At the Federal level, we must encour-
age this renewal of teaching. I am de-
lighted with President Clinton’s efforts 
to support enhanced teaching. Under 
the President’s budget, 100,000 more 
teachers will be able to seek certifi-
cation from the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards. The 
National Board has worked hard to es-
tablish nationally accepted credentials 
for excellence in teachers. Their cer-
tification of ‘‘master teacher,’’ akin to 
the board certification of physician 
specialist, raises the standards for 
teachers and creates a pool of mentors 
who can assist other teachers to excel. 
President Clinton has increased fund-
ing for other professional development 
programs like the Eisenhower Profes-
sional Development Program and the 
National Science Foundation’s Teacher 
Enhancement Program. The President 
has proposed a series of technology ini-
tiatives which will also assist teachers. 
The President’s Technology Challenge 
Grant Program supports private-public 
sector partnerships to develop models 
for using technology in education, such 
as providing electronic field trips for 
new teachers to learn from expert 
teachers and mentors around the coun-
try. The President’s technology lit-
eracy challenge Fund will leverage 
public funds to target school districts 
and schools committed to helping 
teachers integrate technology into the 
classroom. Finally, the administra-
tion’s 21st century teachers initiative 
will recruit thousands of techno-
logically literate teachers to upgrade 
their knowledge and help at least five 
of their colleagues to master the use of 
technology in the classroom. 

We have talked about elementary 
and secondary education. But, frankly, 
excellent public education at the ele-
mentary and secondary grades today is 
simply a prelude to lifetime learning. 
As we work to provide students with 
the skills necessary to achieve and 
compete in this information age, it is 
essential that we also expand access to 
postsecondary education. 

Indeed, according to the National Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, 60 percent of 
all new jobs created between 1992 and 
the year 2005 will require education be-
yond high school. A college education 
is also the key to higher wages, as col-
lege graduates, on average, earn 50 per-
cent more than high school graduates. 

For too many families, however, a 
college education for their children is 

growing increasingly out of reach. Col-
lege costs rose by 126 percent between 
1980 and 1990, while family income in-
creased by only 73 percent. This situa-
tion has been coupled with a shift in 
the source of Federal aid also. In 1975, 
80 percent of student aid came in the 
form of grants and 20 percent in the 
form of loans. Now the opposite is true. 
As a result, students and families are 
going deeper into debt as they attempt 
to pay for the costs of a college edu-
cation. The average student loan debt 
burden is expected to reach $21,000 by 
next year. 

Steps must be taken to make college 
more accessible and affordable in order 
to address these trends. I am pleased 
by the President’s many proposals in 
this area. His call to provide assistance 
to middle-class families in the form of 
a $1,500 tax credit for the first 2 years 
of college will cover the costs of most 
community colleges and provide a sig-
nificant downpayment for a 4-year col-
lege. It would certainly be a tremen-
dous development in our history if for 
the first time we can guarantee at 
least 2 years of postsecondary edu-
cation as we now guarantee 12 years of 
elementary and secondary education. 

Families would also be able to choose 
a $10,000 tax deduction for college, for 
graduate school, community college, 
and certified training programs. These 
proposals are a common sense approach 
to help students enter and remain in 
college, lessen their reliance on loans, 
and provide an avenue for lifelong 
learning. 

Our efforts to increase access to col-
lege cannot include tax relief alone. We 
must also provide a boost to the Pell 
grants created and named after my 
predecessor, Senator Claiborne Pell. 
The Pell grant is the foundation of stu-
dent financial aid for low- to moderate- 
income families. 

Over the past 20 years, however, we 
have witnessed the steady decline of 
the purchasing power of the maximum 
Pell grant. According to a 1996 college 
board report, the Pell grant covers 
only one-third of the cost at public uni-
versities, down from one-half in the 
mid-1980’s, and about 10 percent of the 
cost at private institutions, down from 
about 20 percent in the mid-1980’s. 

The task before us is to restore the 
purchasing power of the Pell grant. 
The President has recognized this fact 
by seeking to increase the maximum 
Pell grant from $2,700 to $3,000. This is 
a good start. But I believe more should 
be done so we can fulfill the Pell 
grant’s promise of providing a substan-
tial and consistent grant to low-income 
students. 

America’s future is being forged 
today in America’s classrooms. It is 
our task to ensure that this great work 
of education is built on the solid foun-
dation of challenging standards, real-
istic assessments, and thorough ac-
countability. It is also our task to en-
sure that education is a life-long proc-
ess and that affordable higher edu-
cation must be available to all. 
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Our economy demands educated 

workers. Our democracy requires in-
formed and responsible citizens. As we 
renew public education and open the 
doors to higher education, we will pro-
pel America into the next century pow-
ered by knowledge, tempered by experi-
ence, and committed to justice. We can 
do no less. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may speak 
as in morning business for up to 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONGRATULATING SENATOR REED 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, be-

fore the Senator from Rhode Island 
leaves, I want to be the first proud Sen-
ator to congratulate him on his first 
speech in the Senate. It is very appro-
priate that the speech was about a 
topic that he knows a great deal about, 
education, and, of course, in so doing 
he follows in the footsteps of his prede-
cessor, Senator Claiborne Pell. I just 
want to say on behalf of my colleagues 
how delighted we are that he has joined 
us here. I look forward to learning 
from him and working with him, par-
ticularly on the subject of education, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. REED. I thank the distinguished 
Senator, Mr. President. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to use the morning business time 
to further the debate on the balanced 
budget amendment and to indicate 
that I oppose the proposed amendment 
to our Constitution. 

During the 103d Congress, Mr. Presi-
dent, this body wisely rejected the pro-
posed amendment. It did so again dur-
ing the 104th Congress, a Congress 
which, perhaps unlike any other in our 
recent history, seemed intent on find-
ing different ways to amend the U.S. 
Constitution, actually voting on more 
amendments to the Constitution than 
any of its recent predecessors. 

Mr. President, some of us believe 
there are many reasons to oppose this 
constitutional amendment, and we 
have been hearing a lot of them. A 
number of respected authorities have 
raised several significant points of con-
cern, including problems related to the 
role of the courts and the power it 
might confer on unelected judges to set 
our national budget policies and prior-
ities. 

Another serious concern that we 
have heard a lot about and we will hear 
even more about is the damage this 
proposal could do to the Social Secu-
rity Program. There may also be unin-
tended changes to Presidential im-
poundment authority arising out of the 
constitutional amendment. 

I believe that the constitutional 
amendment, in addition, will lead to 
unnecessary and possibly dislocating 
restrictions on our ability to establish 
capital or investment budgets, to even 
have the kind of flexibility that States 
have or municipalities have when they 
happen to have a balanced budget re-
quirement. 

Finally, Mr. President, I think the 
balanced budget amendment leads to 
an effective prohibition on developing 
a fiscally responsible budget structure 
that could include a surplus fund, a 
rainy day fund, a fund that could be 
tapped for emergencies, such as na-
tional disasters or military conflicts. 
The way it is drafted, we would not be 
able to plan for or project even a small 
surplus that could actually be used to 
solve an emergency. 

Mr. President, during the next sev-
eral days as we consider the amend-
ment, I, along with many others, will 
comment on some of those concerns in 
more detail as we debate amendments 
designed to address those defects that I 
have just listed. For now, Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to focus on the underlying 
assumption behind the proposed 
amendment, namely that without mak-
ing this change to our Constitution, 
the Congress and the President will not 
balance the budget, that it just will 
not happen. It is a fair issue, it is a fair 
question, a fair premise for this whole 
debate. 

Mr. President, the assumption that 
that job will not be done by this Con-
gress and this President is not nec-
essarily right. We have brought the 
unified budget deficit down since 1992 
by about 60 percent. Yet, all the rhet-
oric on the floor has not changed one 
bit. It has not changed one iota to re-
flect the fact that real and significant 
progress has been made in the past 4 
years. All of the naysaying about ‘‘it 
can’t be done, it will never be done, 
Congress and the President will never 
get together and do this,’’ has at least 
got to be questioned a little bit by the 
advocates of the balanced budget 
amendment when they look at the 
record of the last 4 years. We have seen 
several plans offered by both sides that 
will bring the unified budget into bal-
ance by the year 2002. We have seen 
that from Democrats, we have seen it 
from Republicans, and we have seen it 
in a bipartisan package. 

Mr. President, I recall when some of 
the Republican Members were pushing 
for a 7-year balanced budget by the 
year 2002 using CBO numbers, and the 
President was not sure he wanted to go 
with that. But, I agreed with the Re-
publicans. I felt they were right, that 
we needed to have that timeframe and 
have a clear commitment. I still stand 
by that. Today we have a President and 
a Congress in agreement that the date 
we should be going for is the year 2002. 

In fact, nearly every Member of this 
body voted for a unified budget plan 
that reached balance by 2002 at some 
time during the 104th Congress, and I 
really think working together this 

year, understanding that neither party 
is running the whole show here, that 
we can come together in a bipartisan 
package that will, in fact, finish the 
good work we have done and balance 
the budget by the year 2002. 

Mr. President, all the budget plans I 
mentioned, all the votes we took, all 
the progress we have made in the past 
4 years, was done without a constitu-
tional mandate. In fact, it was done 
without a constitutional amendment 
floating out among the States, while 
we wonder whether the States will rat-
ify it or by when they will ratify it. In 
fact, Mr. President, I firmly believe 
that if we had adopted a constitutional 
amendment in 1993, 1994, or 1995, and 
sent it to the States for ratification, 
that many of those balanced budget 
plans would not have been forthcoming 
in this Congress, that they would not 
have even been proposed, because peo-
ple in both Houses would have been 
looking to a future date when the ham-
mer would come down, instead of be-
lieving that the hammer is coming 
down now, where we here have been 
elected to do the job now and not wait 
for the States to decide whether to rat-
ify a constitutional amendment. 

Mr. President, without the ability to 
hide behind a lengthy ratification proc-
ess, Congress in the last few years has 
been forced to live up to its rhetoric at 
least in part. A Member cannot go back 
home and say, ‘‘Listen, I am very eager 
to cut spending in Washington. I don’t 
know exactly what we ought to cut, 
but once we get that balanced budget 
amendment ratified, then we will get 
back to work on it.’’ That excuse is not 
available now. People in an audience 
for such a Senator or Member of Con-
gress would say back to that person, 
‘‘Why don’t you just do the job now? 
You were elected to do it now.’’ That 
is, in fact, what we were elected to do. 

Mr. President, I do not think the 
American public realizes that even if 
Congress approves the proposed amend-
ment, it could be another 9 years—9 
years—before the balanced budget 
mandate begins to bite. If the proposal 
languishes with State legislatures, we 
might not be forced to reach balance in 
2002, but until the year 2006. The States 
get 7 years to ratify, and the provision 
calls for the amendment to really take 
its effect, to have its bite, 2 years after 
that. So it could be the year 2006 if we 
wait for a constitutional amendment. 

Mr. President, there is strong reason 
to believe the States will not act 
quickly. We have already heard some 
loud second thoughts from many State 
policymakers about the impact of the 
proposed amendment on their State 
and local budgets. This proposal may 
not, in effect, Mr. President, then be 
the so-called slam-dunk ratification 
that some people claim it will be. 

Ironically, some who voiced their 
support for a constitutional amend-
ment may not really care. I do not 
think this is true of everyone, by any 
means. Some do care. Some are genu-
inely frustrated and turn only to this 
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constitutional amendment alternative 
as a last resort. I can think of a great 
example, the previous Senator from Il-
linois, Senator Simon, who I know only 
turned to this alternative, I am sure, 
out of sheer frustration with the proc-
ess. He turned to that alternative prior 
to the progress we made in 1992 
through 1996. 

I am afraid for others who pushed 
this amendment, the agenda is not so 
much a balanced budget but some po-
litical advantage. During the debate, 
we will have an opportunity to see who 
really wants to reduce the deficit and 
who is a little more interested in polit-
ical posturing. I am going to offer an 
amendment, for example, that would 
reduce the time for ratification from 7 
years to 3 years to prevent unnecessary 
delay by the States and ensuring Con-
gress does not hide behind a protracted 
ratification process during which Mem-
bers could say, ‘‘Well, we are going to 
get to this balancing of the budget 
later, after the States get done doing 
their job.’’ 

Mr. President, if this amendment is 
more than just a political exercise, my 
proposal, my modification of going 
from 7 years to 3 years for ratification 
should sail through the U.S. Senate. 

I have to say I have some doubts 
about it because the proposed amend-
ment to our Constitution is, at its 
core, really political. We should not be 
shocked by that. Congress, by its na-
ture, is a political beast. What is dis-
turbing, though, is the growing willing-
ness on the part of some to place in 
jeopardy our Constitution in this man-
ner to get some momentary political 
advantage. 

Sadly, using our Constitution as a 
political foil is becoming increasingly 
popular. The so-called balanced budget 
amendment is only one of many pro-
posed changes to our Constitution. 
During the last Congress alone, over 
130 changes were proposed to the U.S. 
Constitution. Many of them, I am 
afraid, were offered for political ends. 
Many of them are entirely unneces-
sary. In fact, I say virtually all of them 
are entirely unnecessary to solve the 
problems at which they are directed. 

One of them, an amendment to re-
quire a supermajority to raise taxes, 
was brought to the other body’s floor 
solely because it was tax day, April 15, 
so the proponents could stand up on 
tax day and make some speeches about 
it. I am troubled by that use of the 
constitutional amendment process. The 
thought that an amendment to our 
Constitution could be offered because 
it presents the opportunity for a really 
timely sound bite is indefensible. Many 
of the advocates of a balanced budget 
amendment may be sincere in their 
support for the proposal, but their sin-
cerity does not address the practical 
problems with the amendment with a 
fundamental flaw underlying a con-
stitutional approach. 

The Constitution, Mr. President, will 
not solve our budget problems. That 
says it all. The Constitution cannot 

solve our year-to-year and day-to-day 
budgeting problems. It will not give us 
the courage or the answers we need to 
balance our books. 

As President Clinton said in his 
State of the Union Address, all that is 
needed to balance the budget is our 
vote and his signature. The President’s 
budget is a good starting place. I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
on the Budget Committee to build on 
the President’s budget and move be-
yond to reach balance, without using 
the Social Security surplus. We don’t 
have to amend the Constitution to do 
that. 

As I noted on the Senate floor last 
year, for over 200 years, the Constitu-
tion has served this Nation very, very 
well. It is essential to the continuing 
development of our young Nation that 
the Constitution remains a statement 
of general principles, not a budgeting 
document. 

In charting a different course, one 
which allows the Constitution to serve 
as a method of addressing each dif-
ficult challenge we face in this Nation, 
inevitably, Mr. President, we will sac-
rifice the integrity of the most funda-
mental document of our Nation. This 
process will sacrifice the integrity of 
our Constitution. 

We must guard against the U.S. Con-
stitution becoming what James Madi-
son feared would be, in his words, ‘‘lit-
tle more than a list of special pro-
visos.’’ 

Mr. President, the Constitution re-
mains the cornerstone of our freedom. 
Its power is its brilliant simplicity. 
The spate of constitutional amend-
ments offered over the past few years 
are at odds with the fundamental no-
tion that our Constitution establishes 
the framework or great outlines of our 
society. By seeking to use that docu-
ment to address specific problems, no 
matter how severe, the Constitution 
will become something much less than 
it was intended to be and that it has 
been. 

Although our Nation faces many 
problems—and I think the issue of bal-
ancing the budget may be our most im-
portant problem—no problem can real-
ly be attributed purely to a constitu-
tional deficiency. We should quell our 
desire to amend this great document 
and, instead, address the problems that 
confront this Nation. 

Mr. President, I suggest, after the 
process of the balanced budget amend-
ment debate is over, that we get, as 
fast as we can, to the real work of bal-
ancing the budget and leave the Con-
stitution alone. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the time between 12 
and 1 p.m. is divided between the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair. As 
I understand it, the time reverts, at 1 

o’clock, back to the proponents of the 
amendment, am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con-
sent to be able to proceed until 1 
o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Social Security 
program is America’s time-honored 
commitment to our senior citizens that 
we will care for them in their golden 
years. It says to our seniors that you 
have worked hard and faithfully paid 
into Social Security for all those years 
of labor, and when you finally retire, 
Social Security will be there for you. It 
will help you pay the rent, buy your 
groceries, and maintain a reasonable 
standard of living throughout your re-
tirement. 

But under the proposed balanced 
budget constitutional amendment, the 
Social Security contract with Amer-
ica’s senior citizens is broken. If this 
amendment is added to our Constitu-
tion, then no one can assure you of a 
Social Security check every month. 

The Rock of Gibraltar, on which our 
Nation’s senior citizens have depended 
for the past 62 years would be reduced 
to shifting sand. 

The Reid amendment, which will be 
considered later this month, prevents 
this unacceptable outcome by pro-
tecting Social Security from the pro-
posed constitutional amendment. 

The Reid amendment is needed be-
cause millions of the Nation’s retired 
citizens live from check to check. They 
need that check to arrive on time at 
the beginning of each month to pay 
their bills. 

Martha McSteen, who headed the So-
cial Security Administration during 
the Reagan administration, and now is 
president of the National Committee to 
Preserve Social Security and Medicare, 
said recently, 

Keeping Social Security safe from budget 
tampering is frankly a matter of life and 
death for millions of Americans. For 10 mil-
lion Social Security beneficiaries age 65 and 
older, their monthly Social Security check 
amounts to 90 percent or more of their in-
come. Those checks keep 40 percent of Amer-
ica’s seniors out of poverty. 

But under the proposed constitu-
tional amendment, if Government rev-
enues fall unexpectedly or Government 
expenses go up, payment on Social Se-
curity checks could stop. 

If the balanced budget constitutional 
amendment is enacted, senior citizens 
may well find that the check is not in 
the mail after all. 

Three months ago, in November 1996, 
the House sponsors of the balanced 
budget constitutional amendment 
agreed that this could happen. As Con-
gressman DAN SCHAEFER and Congress-
man CHARLES STENHOLM said, under 
the proposed constitutional amend-
ment ‘‘the President would be bound, 
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at the point at which the Government 
runs out of money, to stop issuing 
checks.’’ 

And now we learned just this week 
that this unwise constitutional amend-
ment could deny the Social Security 
program access to the trust funds in 
the future. American workers have 
contributed their payroll taxes to build 
up the trust so that when the baby 
boomers retire, there will be enough 
money there to pay for their Social Se-
curity. But now we learn from the ex-
perts in the Congressional Research 
Service that the proposed constitu-
tional amendment could place the 
trust fund off limits. The money will be 
sitting there, and the Social Security 
program will need it to write Social 
Security checks. But if the balanced 
budget amendment is adopted, the Con-
stitution will just say no. 

Here is what the Congressional Re-
search Service concluded in an analysis 
provided to Senator DASCHLE on Feb-
ruary 5: 

Because the balanced budget amendment 
requires that the required balance be be-
tween outlays for that year and receipts for 
that year, the moneys that constitute the 
Social Security surpluses would not be avail-
able for the payments of benefits. 

Clearly, Social Security benefits are 
at risk under the proposed constitu-
tional amendment. 

There are those on the other side who 
don’t want America’s seniors to know 
that this proposed constitutional 
amendment puts Social Security on 
the budget chopping block. They say 
that our concern about Social Security 
is a scare tactic. 

But economists say there is a 50–50 
chance in any given year that the 
budget projections will be wrong and 
that under this constitutional amend-
ment, the Government will run out of 
money. Economic forecasting is not an 
exact science. The projections of budg-
et experts could be off by only 1 per-
cent. But under this constitutional 
amendment, that is enough to throw 
the budget out of balance and put So-
cial Security checks at risk. 

Senator HATCH, the chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, agrees. When the 
committee was debating this constitu-
tional amendment on January 30, he 
said that under the proposed constitu-
tional amendment, ‘‘Social Security 
would have to fight its way, just like 
every other program.’’ 

Senator HATCH went on to say that 
he believes Social Security ‘‘has the 
easiest of all arguments to fight its 
way.’’ 

I don’t believe we should take that 
gamble when the future of the Social 
Security program is at stake. 

There is nothing—nothing—to assure 
our seniors that their Social Security 
checks will survive the budget battles 
that lie ahead. 

Senior citizens deserve more than 
speeches of good will by supporters of 
the constitutional amendment. If those 
who support this unwise constitutional 
amendment are committed to pro-

tecting Social Security, they should 
write that protection into their pro-
posal and adopt the Reid amendment. 

President Clinton wrote to the Sen-
ate Democratic leader on January 28 
about the risk to Social Security. He 
said to Senator DASCHLE: 

I am very concerned that Senate Joint 
Resolution 1, the constitutional amendment 
to balance the budget, could pose grave risks 
to the Social Security System. In the event 
of an impasse in which the budget require-
ments can neither be waived nor met, dis-
bursements or unelected judges could reduce 
benefits to comply with this constitutional 
mandate. No subsequent implementing legis-
lation could protect Social Security with 
certainty because a constitutional amend-
ment overrides statutory law. 

In the State of the Union Address, 
President Clinton added: 

I believe it is both unnecessary and unwise 
to adopt a balanced budget amendment that 
could cripple our country in time of eco-
nomic crisis and force unwanted results such 
as judges halting Social Security checks or 
increasing taxes. 

But supporters of the balanced budg-
et amendment are ready to cast Social 
Security to the winds. They say to the 
Nation’s senior citizens, ‘‘We are going 
to toss your retirement, your safety 
net into the rough seas of Federal 
budgeting and see if it can stay 
afloat.’’ 

We cannot let that happen. 
The balanced budget constitutional 

amendment turns its back on almost a 
decade and a half of bipartisan progress 
in protecting Social Security. 

In 1983, the Greenspan Commission 
recommended that we should place So-
cial Security outside the Federal budg-
et. The Commission said we need to 
build up a sufficient surplus in the 
trust funds to have enough money to 
provide checks to baby boomers when 
they begin to retire. And we can’t do 
that if Social Security is subjected to 
the same ups and downs as the rest of 
the Federal budget. 

Both Democrats and Republicans 
supported this proposal. The Commis-
sion’s recommendations were intro-
duced as bill S. 1 sponsored by Senator 
Dole and Senator MOYNIHAN. That bill 
required Social Security to be placed 
off-budget within 10 years. A bipartisan 
58-to-14 vote, including 32 Republicans 
and 26 Democrats adopted the con-
ference report. 

In 1985, Congress accelerated the 
process of placing Social Security out-
side the rest of the Federal budget. The 
Deficit Control Act of 1985—the so- 
called Gramm–Rudman-Hollings law— 
exempted Social Security from across- 
the-board cuts or sequestration. 

Even more important, the Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings law said Social Secu-
rity could no longer be included in the 
unified budget of the U.S. Government. 

As Senator GRAMM of Texas empha-
sized during the Senate debate on the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings proposal: 

This bill takes Social Security off budget. 
So if you want to debate Social Security, go 
to the museum, because that debate is over. 
. . . The President cannot submit a budget 

that says anything about Social Security. It 
is not in order for the Budget Committee to 
bring a budget to the floor that does any-
thing to Social Security. Social Security is 
off-budget and is a free-standing trust fund. 

From that point on, when Congress 
has adopted the annual Federal budget 
resolutions, Social Security is not in-
cluded. The last time the Congress of 
the United States voted on a budget 
that included Social Security was 1985. 

Congress supported this change by 
wide bipartisan majorities. The 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law was ap-
proved by a 61–31 vote in the Senate 
and a 271 to 154 vote in the House of 
Representatives. 

In 1990, some Members of Congress 
proposed to put Social Security back 
into the Federal budget. But Senator 
HOLLINGS and Senator Heinz rejected 
this unwise suggestion. They insisted 
that Social Security remain off budget, 
and the Senate approved an amend-
ment to protect Social Security by a 98 
to 2 vote. In fact, the final Budget En-
forcement Act of 1990 speaks forcefully 
of Congress’s intentions to continue to 
protect Social Security. In section 
13301 of that act, the title reads, ‘‘Ex-
clusion of Social Security From All 
Budgets.’’ It says plainly that Social 
Security, 

. . . shall not be counted as new budget au-
thority, outlays, receipts, or deficit or sur-
plus for purposes of— 

(1) the budget of the United States Govern-
ment as submitted by the President, 

(2) the congressional budget, or 
(3) the Balanced Budget and Emergency 

Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

Again in 1995, section 22 of the con-
gressional budget resolution amended 
the budget act even further to protect 
Social Security. In a provision entitled 
the ‘‘Social Security Fire Wall Point of 
Order,’’ it said that any effort to in-
clude changes in Social Security in the 
Federal budget were subject to a 60- 
vote point of order in the Senate. 

The proposed balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment would reverse 
these years of progress in protecting 
Social Security. These efforts to pro-
tect Social Security and insulate it 
from the annual battles over the Fed-
eral budget were started by the Green-
span Commission. Senator Dole spon-
sored the bill in 1983 that got us start-
ed. And Democrats and Republicans 
alike rallied to preserve the Nation’s 
Social Security system. 

But now, supporters of the balanced 
budget amendment are prepared to 
turn their backs on this important his-
tory. 

For almost 15 years, they joined 
Democrats in arguing that Social Secu-
rity should be protected. But now they 
have decided that Social Security 
should be left to its own in the budget 
battles that lie ahead. 

Some argue that if we fail to include 
Social Security in the proposed con-
stitutional amendment, it will cause 
even steeper cuts than necessary in 
other programs like education or 
health care or highways. They say that 
even President Clinton’s balanced 
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budget—while holding Social Security 
outside the overall Federal budget— 
still counts the Social Security surplus 
to bring the overall Federal budget 
into balance. 

But under current law, Social Secu-
rity is protected, whereas under a con-
stitutional amendment it is not. 

Under current law, even when the 
President counts Social Security in 
calculating whether the budget is bal-
anced, neither he nor Congress nor the 
courts can use the budget process to 
change Social Security. Even if Repub-
licans tried to use the Federal budget 
to cut Social Security, they could not 
under current law. 

A balanced budget constitutional 
amendment would end these protec-
tions. Including the Social Security 
trust funds on the Government’s bal-
ance sheet may be a useful way to 
reach a balanced budget today. But 
what about the year 2020 or 2030, when 
baby boomers retire and trust funds de-
cline? If Social Security is not off- 
budget, we would have only three 
choices. First, we could cut Social Se-
curity benefits. Second, we could raise 
taxes. Or third, we could cut billions of 
dollars from education, health, na-
tional defense, and other priorities to 
keep the Social Security checks flow-
ing. 

We must—and we will—balance the 
budget. We must—and we will—take 
steps to ensure the solvency of Social 
Security well into the future. But it 
makes no sense to jeopardize Social Se-
curity by subjecting it to the require-
ments of this blunderbuss constitu-
tional amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to protect So-
cial Security by supporting the Reid 
amendment. 

So, Mr. President, I am going to look 
forward, in the next few days—cer-
tainly before the end of the month—to 
join with my colleague and friend, Sen-
ator REID, and other Members of the 
Senate, in urging support for the 
amendment that Senator REID will pro-
pose, which will effectively remove the 
Social Security trust funds from the 
balanced budget amendment. 

I offered that amendment in the Ju-
diciary Committee. We ended up with a 
tie vote, 9 to 9. We had the support of 
a Republican on that amendment. But 
the Judiciary Committee was virtually 
evenly divided on that issue, virtually 
evenly divided. 

What we hear from our friends and 
colleagues in the House of Representa-
tives is there is increasing recognition 
of the importance of separating the So-
cial Security trust funds from the con-
sideration of the balanced budget 
amendment. I think that is wise. I be-
lieve, hopefully, that the Senate will 
reach that conclusion. 

Mr. President, we can ask ourselves, 
is the Social Security trust fund of 
such special importance that we ought 
to consider it separately from the over-
all budget considerations? I suggest 
that it is, and not just because it is a 
lifeline for our senior citizens, and has 

been depended on for over 60 years by 
those who reach their golden years to 
be able to live in peace, dignity, and se-
curity. I think that would be a compel-
ling enough reason to separate out the 
Social Security. 

But, Mr. President, for another very 
important reason, which has been un-
derstood by Republicans and Demo-
crats alike, since the report of the 
Greenspan Commission in 1983 where, 
virtually unanimously, the members of 
that commission recommended that 
Social Security be separated from var-
ious budget considerations, and it was 
only a year or so after that that a bi-
partisan leadership amendment was of-
fered and supported overwhelmingly by 
Republicans and Democrats alike, that 
they would put this off budget for a pe-
riod of some 10 years. Later, in 1985, 
under Gramm-Rudman measures, Re-
publicans and Democrats—if you read 
the history of that debate, one of the 
prime reasons that that particular pro-
posal was passed was because Social 
Security would be removed from the 
considerations of the budget, and that 
was, again, the position that was ac-
cepted in the U.S. Senate by a vote of 
98 to 2 back in 1990. So we have the rec-
ommendations of the Social Security 
Commission, you have the action that 
has been taken by the Senate, and in a 
bipartisan way, in 1984–85, and repeated 
in 1990. 

Now, why do the Members of this 
body believe that that fund ought to be 
different? Well, I say that it is a very 
different fund, for a number of reasons. 
The most powerful one is because, as I 
mentioned before, of that contract that 
will be out there and exists between 
the seniors and the Federal Govern-
ment, when it was established that 
there would be a guarantee that those 
funds would be there as long as people 
paid in. That was the contract. People 
understood it. The elderly understood 
it. 

But, now, under the balanced budget 
amendment, by including the Social 
Security trust funds in that—and if 
that amendment were to pass and be 
ratified by the States—that would be 
at risk like all the other spending 
would be at risk, because of the lan-
guage of the balanced budget amend-
ment. And that is recognized by the 
floor manager of the bill, Senator 
HATCH. It was recognized by those that 
were the principal spokesmen. Mr. Mil-
ler ,formerly of OMB, recognized that 
that would be part of the spending lim-
itation. Now we receive assurances 
from those that propose the balanced 
budget amendment, ‘‘well, that is 
going to be OK because there will be 
more support for Social Security, so we 
really don’t have to worry about it.’’ 

Well, Mr. President, all we have to do 
is look at the assaults on Social Secu-
rity in the last Congress by many of 
our good Republican friends. Look at 
the period of the 1980’s. I was here on 
the floor of the Senate when there were 
other assaults on Social Security. I am 
not one that is prepared to say, well, 

we are going to just let the dice roll 
and see whether this continues to re-
main in the balanced budget amend-
ment and the trigger is pulled on the 
balanced budget amendment, that So-
cial Security will be out there trying 
to do the best it can in terms of the 
spending limitations. Look at what 
happened in the last Congress—in-
creased funding for defense over what 
was recommended by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, and assaults in terms of the 
Social Security trust system. That was 
the record, Mr. President. 

I don’t think the seniors ought to 
have to be put in the position where 
their futures, their livelihoods, their 
whole security is going to be put at 
risk, based upon what action is going 
to be taken here. I don’t believe that 
should be the case for a very important 
reason, Mr. President, which is that 
unlike other spending proposals in the 
budget, the fact is that this is the one 
aspect of the budget where people pay 
in, with the agreement that they will 
be able to receive. 

Nobody battles stronger than I do in 
terms of trying to make education 
more accessible and available. No one 
will struggle more in terms of fighting 
and helping and assisting academic ac-
complishments or teacher training in 
the schools in my State of Massachu-
setts or in the country. The fact of the 
matter is that those students didn’t 
pay into this fund. They didn’t con-
tribute to this fund. We recognize, as a 
matter of national policy, the impor-
tance of enhancing education oppor-
tunity and access for the young people 
of this country, because it is vitally 
important for our Nation to be able to 
compete in the world, and it is vitally 
important in terms of our social re-
sponsibilities to the young people of 
this country, in terms of their future. 

But, Mr. President, they didn’t con-
tribute. But Social Security did. Social 
Security did. The beneficiaries of the 
NIH research didn’t contribute either. I 
am all for NIH and for investing in that 
research. But Social Security recipi-
ents paid in. Big difference. Major dif-
ference. Major difference. Why are we 
going to treat both of the different 
groups the same? That is wrong. It is 
wrong on the face of it. Most impor-
tant, it is a basic and fundamental po-
tential violation of a very fundamental 
contract made between the President 
of the United States, the Congress of 
the United States, and the American 
people. That was a contract, not just 
between two individuals; it was made 
by a Nation, establishing that system 
that said if you pay in during your 
working years, you are at least going 
to be able to live out of poverty during 
the time of your retirement. That is a 
solemn commitment that we have 
made year after year after year. And, 
yet, those who are promoting the bal-
anced budget amendment are saying, 
‘‘well, that is all fine and all well and 
good, but we want to make sure we put 
Social Security on because, if we do 
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not, maybe our economy is going to de-
teriorate, and it will threaten somehow 
the Social Security recipients.’’ 

The problem for our economy is not 
our senior citizens. Sure we have to 
deal with what is going to happen after 
the year 2029 in terms of Social Secu-
rity. Although the fact remains that 
for the next 40 years after that, three- 
quarters of the benefits could be paid 
without any changes in it, I want to 
make sure those recipients are going to 
get the full benefits. So I am going to 
work to try to make sure that we are 
going to do that. 

But the problem in terms of 2003, 
2004, and 2005, during that period of 
time, is not Social Security. It may be 
another factor. But why hold our So-
cial Security recipients hostage to that 
factor? Why hold them hostage? That 
is basically the issue that is included 
in this amendment. I believe that the 
American people wisely are under-
standing the significance and the im-
portance of this effort by Senator REID 
and other sponsors, the importance of 
this debate and this discussion. 

Now we will hear from our colleagues 
on the other side. ‘‘Well, it is very nice 
of you to point that out, Senator KEN-
NEDY, but look at what the President 
has done. The President has put Social 
Security into his budget when he 
makes that recommendation, and, 
therefore, don’t you think that we 
ought to do that?’’ 

Well, Mr. President, it is an entirely 
different system. We have what we call 
the walls that exist under the Federal 
budget that have been put there since 
1990. So you cannot violate the funding 
of the Social Security system. Those 
walls exist, and they exist by statute. 
But you pass a constitutional amend-
ment and, as every Member of this 
body understands, a constitutional 
amendment supersedes those statutes. 
They are off. It is an entirely different 
situation. 

So, Mr. President, I have listened 
over the period of the last days to 
those—Senator REID, Senator DORGAN, 
and others—who have taken the floor 
and supported this. I have listened to 
the responses and find them woefully 
inadequate in terms of the power of 
this particular argument. 

I think both in terms of fairness, in 
terms of justice, in terms of decency, 
and in terms of our commitment to our 
seniors that this amendment, which is 
going to remove the Social Security 
trust funds from the balanced budget 
amendment, is absolutely essential if 
we are going to maintain our commit-
ment to our senior citizens. And I am 
going to welcome the opportunity to be 
a part of this debate that will take 
place in these next several days and to-
ward the latter part of February be-
cause I think this is really one of the 
very, very most important, if not the 
most important, amendments that we 
will have on the balanced budget 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I see my time is al-
most up. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
in morning business for a period of up 
to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE NOMINATION OF ANTHONY 
LAKE 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, there 
has been considerable discussion in the 
public media and otherwise about the 
pending nomination of the Director of 
the CIA with the President having sub-
mitted the name of National Security 
Adviser Anthony Lake. 

Last year the Senate Intelligence 
Committee did an extensive inquiry 
into a matter involving the sale of Ira-
nian arms to Bosnia which involved 
Mr. Lake. I have written a ‘‘Dear Col-
league’’ letter which I would like to 
read into the RECORD, and I ask unani-
mous consent that, at the conclusion of 
my statement, the Intelligence Com-
mittee report, a bipartisan report al-
though there were some dissents, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

We are checking to see how much of 
that may be printed in the RECORD 
under the rules. 

The ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letter which I 
am submitting today is as follows: 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Since the media is filled 
with commentary about National Security 
Adviser Anthony Lake’s nomination to be 
CIA Director and a pro-Lake ‘‘Dear Col-
league’’ letter has been circulated, I consider 
it important to give my fellow senators and 
others my thinking from last year’s Intel-
ligence Committee hearings, which I chaired, 
on his activities in connection with the sale 
of Iranian arms to Bosnia. 

In my opinion, an indispensable qualifica-
tion to be CIA Director is a mindset to keep 
Congress fully and currently informed on in-
telligence matters. Mr. Lake acknowledges 
he was a part of a plan by officials of the 
State Department and National Security 
Council to conceal from Congress and other 
key Executive Branch officials a new Admin-
istration policy to give a ‘‘green light’’ on 
the sale of Iranian arms to Bosnia when a 
U.S. and UN embargo prohibited it. 

Secretary of Defense William J. Perry, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff John 
M. Shalikashvili and CIA Director R. James 
Woolsey told the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee they knew nothing about that ‘‘green 
light’’ or the change in U.S. policy. 

In concluding that Congress should have 
been informed about this matter, the bipar-
tisan Intelligence Committee report stated: 

‘‘By keeping from Congress the full truth 
about U.S. policy, the Executive branch ef-

fectively limited Congress’s ability to re-
sponsibly debate and legislate on the Bosnia 
issue.’’ 
Rejecting the argument that the matter in-
volved traditional diplomatic activity, the 
bipartisan Intelligence Committee report 
stated: 

‘‘But it was not traditional diplomatic ac-
tivity to: (1) give a response to a foreign 
head of state which effectively contradicted 
stated U.S. policy on isolating a country, in 
this case Iran, against which U.S. law im-
posed sanctions; (2) implicity turn a blind 
eye to activity that violated a United Na-
tions Security Council resolution which the 
United States had supported and was obli-
gated to obey; and (3) direct a U.S. Ambas-
sador not to make a written report of a con-
versation with a foreign head of state.’’ 

Even though I heard Mr. Lake’s version 
during the Intelligence Committee’s pro-
ceedings and have talked to him in a private 
meeting since his nomination, I believe he is 
entitled to be heard at his confirmation 
hearing before a final judgment is made on 
his nomination. 

I strongly disagree with the practice of 
abandoning nominees like Lani Guinier, 
Douglas Ginsburg and Zoe Baird or reaching 
a conclusion on their nominations until they 
have had their day in court. If we are to per-
suade able people to come into government, 
nominees are entitled to state their case in 
Senate hearings so that the charges will not 
stand alone without an appropriate oppor-
tunity to respond. 

It is beside the point that the Department 
of Justice concluded Mr. Lake did not com-
mit perjury or obstruction of justice in the 
inquiries on the sale of Iranian arms to Bos-
nia. There never was any basis, in my opin-
ion, for the referral by the House Committee 
on those issues. 

Nor am I concerned about the ancient his-
tory of Mr. Lake’s so-called leftist activities 
which have drawn considerable attention. I 
had thought the stock sale issue was of less-
er importance until he agreed to pay a $5,000 
fine, so that issue calls for an inquiry; and it 
may be that other questions merit investiga-
tion such as the recent report that a member 
of his staff engaged in fundraising. 

There is no doubt that Mr. Lake is a man 
of considerable ability, and I do not question 
the sincerity of his motives in acting in what 
he considered to be in the national interest 
on the Bosnia issue. But the critical question 
remains as to whether Mr. Lake can be 
counted upon to keep the Congress currently 
and fully informed. 

The Congress must have positive assurance 
on that issue in the light of a half century’s 
experience with the CIA including the Iran 
Contra affair. 

And this ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letter is 
signed by me and circulated to my col-
leagues. 

In order to have a complete under-
standing of this issue, which as I say I 
consider to be central to whether Mr. 
Lake ought to be confirmed as Director 
of the CIA, it is necessary to review in 
some detail and in some depth the bi-
partisan report filed by the Intel-
ligence Committee. I advise my col-
leagues that the report is available 
from the Intelligence Committee, and 
encourage all Senators to read it. 

I thank the Chair, yield the floor, 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Alaska is recog-

nized to speak for up to 10 minutes. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

have several things I want to discuss 
this morning. I have some charts, and 
I want to proceed as the charts are put 
up. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO U.S. COAST 
GUARDSMEN 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
believe I have the unique distinction of 
being the only current Member of this 
body who has served in the U.S. Coast 
Guard, so as a consequence I rise today 
to pay tribute to three brave young 
men who perished early yesterday off 
the coast of Washington State. 

Petty Officer 2d Class David Bosley 
of Coronado, CA; Petty Officer 3d Class 
Matthew Schlimme of Whitewater, MO; 
and Seaman Clinton Miniken of Snoho-
mish, WA, were serving aboard a 44- 
foot motor lifeboat stationed on the 
Pacific Ocean coast of Washington 
State’s Olympic Peninsula. 

Early yesterday morning they took 
their vessel out to answer a distress 
call from two people aboard a sailboat 
in trouble in heavy seas. Tragically, 
the 44-footer capsized and three brave 
men died. Only one crewman, Seaman 
Apprentice Benjamin Wingo of Brem-
erton, WA, survived to reach the rocky 
shoreline and safety. 

Some of my colleagues have heard 
me address this body in the past to 
give tribute to successful rescues made 
by Coast Guard personnel in dangerous 
situations where they themselves were 
placed in serious jeopardy by their ef-
fort to save others. Most such rescues 
end happily. This one—tragically—did 
not. 

We pay formal tribute to those mem-
bers of the military who fall in the line 
of duty while fighting our Nation’s en-
emies. I hope the Members of this body 
will take just a moment to reflect on 
the sacrifice of these three young Coast 
Guardsmen. They, too, perished in the 
line of duty, fighting to protect human 
life. 

The Coast Guard motto, ‘‘Semper 
Paratus,’’ means ‘‘Always Prepared.’’ 
Sometimes, it means being prepared to 
make the ultimate sacrifice. 

f 

INTERIM STORAGE OF 
RADIOACTIVE WASTE 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, a 
very serious situation exists in our Na-
tion that I would like to discuss with 
my colleagues today. It concerns the 
storage of nuclear waste that has been 
generated in conjunction with the op-
eration of nuclear reactors that pro-
vide this Nation with about 22 percent 
of the power generation that we cur-
rently enjoy. Without this contribution 
from the nuclear industry, we would 
have to depend on some other form of 
generation to contribute that 22 per-
cent. We would probably use more coal, 

perhaps more natural gas. The poten-
tial for developing more hydro is some-
what limited, based on the costs and 
the fact that most of the potential 
hydro sites have already been devel-
oped. I happen to be chairman of the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee, which has the obligation to 
oversee our country’s electricity indus-
try. It is an industry that most Ameri-
cans take for granted. We are used to 
plugging in the iron, plugging in the 
coffee pot, and having them work. We 
do not recognize and we do not really 
reflect on what is behind it—the peo-
ple, the men and women working in the 
power generating business, the busi-
ness of transmitting the electric en-
ergy, distributing it and making sure it 
works. 

In any event, in connection with the 
tremendous dependence we have on nu-
clear energy in this country—I might 
add, we are the largest consumers of 
nuclear generated energy of any nation 
in the world—I was staggered to read 
that the Senate-White House meeting 
which was held yesterday resulted in 
agreement on some issues, but no 
agreement to address the question of 
what to do with the nuclear waste gen-
erated by our power reactors. 

I think a headline should have read, 
‘‘The Clinton Administration Simply 
Wants to Keep the Status Quo.’’ Keep-
ing nuclear waste in the neighborhoods 
of our country, and the consequences of 
that, deserve some examination. This 
examination could start in your town, 
in your State, in your neighborhood. 
That is where it is being stored. High- 
level radioactive materials are piling 
up in 80 locations in 41 of our States. 
Onsite storage is filling up, and the 
States which control the ability of 
utilities to store nuclear waste on the 
reactor sites will have to address 
whether they want to increase onsite 
storage at the nuclear reactors, or 
whether they will give in to pressure to 
simply not allow any further storage 
beyond the limited amount of existing 
storage. 

Some see this as a way to shut down 
the nuclear industry in this country. 
By objecting to any increase in author-
ity to store onsite, the reactors can be 
forced to shut down because there is no 
place to put the spent fuel. 

I have a chart which I am going to 
spend a few minutes on, because it 
shows the crucial nature of the prob-
lem. When the administration says, 
‘‘We will just leave it where it is,’’ I 
suggest to you, Mr. President, that this 
is an unrealistic and unworkable alter-
native. By 1998, 23 reactors in 14 States 
will run out of storage space. What we 
have here are plants with adequate 
storage, and they are indicated in the 
light blue. You can see most of them 
are on the eastern seaboard. But in 
purple are plants requiring additional 
storage by the year 2010. These States 
all have plants in purple: California, 
Arizona, Florida, Georgia, North and 
South Carolina, and all up and down 
the east coast. These plants do not 

have adequate storage to hold waste 
within the areas immediately adjacent 
to the reactors, and are going to have 
to petition the States to increase the 
authorization for nuclear energy waste 
allowed to be stored at those sites. In 
the green are plants requiring addi-
tional storage by the year 2015. They 
are primarily on the eastern seaboard 
and the Midwestern States, such as Il-
linois. 

So the point of this chart is to high-
light that additional nuclear waste 
storage is needed in this country now. 
The bill we have introduced in our 
committee, S. 104, would provide a real 
solution to this crisis that is coming 
down the track. It is a train wreck that 
is coming. We have this material at 80 
locations in 41 States. The Federal 
Government entered into a contractual 
commitment with America’s rate-
payers who depend on nuclear energy 
and the nuclear generation industry. In 
return for over $12 billion ratepayer 
dollars, the Government committed to 
take this waste by the year 1998. This 
is less than 1 year away; it is about 10 
months away. The Federal Government 
has no place to put this waste and will 
default on its contractual commitment 
in 1998, when it is obligated to take the 
waste. 

There has been an effort to provide 
this Nation with a permanent reposi-
tory. The government has a study pro-
gram under way at Yucca Mountain, 
NV. We have spent $6 billion on this ef-
fort, but that facility will not be ready 
for 15 years, at the earliest. Secretary 
O’Leary said it may be 20 years. It may 
be longer. But the point is, we are 
looking at somewhere in the area of 
2015 or thereabouts, and where in the 
world are we going to be able to accom-
modate this waste? Because we are not 
going to have a permanent repository 
then. We may never have a permanent 
repository, and I will talk about that a 
little later. 

S. 104 is a bill that got 63 votes in 
this body last year. The bill would pro-
vide for construction of a temporary 
storage facility, either at the Nevada 
test site or another site chosen by the 
President and Congress, until such 
time as we have a permanent reposi-
tory constructed. 

Why the Nevada test site? The geolo-
gists tell us it is the best site that has 
been identified for a permanent reposi-
tory. Furthermore, it is a site where 
for over 50 years we have tested our nu-
clear weapons. It is a site that is mon-
itored and secured. It is a site that is 
well known. And it is the most appro-
priate site that has been identified. 

Now, the bottom line with this whole 
issue, Mr. President, is nobody wants 
nuclear waste. But you cannot throw it 
up in the air. It will come down some-
where. So the question is, what do you 
do with it? Again, last year, 63 Mem-
bers of this body indicated that they 
approved of the construction of a tem-
porary repository at the Nevada test 
site because it would allow us to pro-
ceed with the permanent repository, 
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and when the permanent repository 
was done and certified and licensed, the 
waste could go in there. 

The point is, next year the Govern-
ment has to take the waste or face li-
ability and the damages associated 
with the failure to meet its obligation. 
Mr. President, this is the most impor-
tant environmental bill before this 
Congress. 

This administration has said, ‘‘Leave 
it where it is.’’ When this issue was 
brought up at Tuesday’s meeting, it is 
my understanding the Vice President 
said, ‘‘Look, we’re going to talk about 
the things we can agree on. We can’t 
agree on the issue of nuclear waste.’’ 
Whether that is a fair characterization, 
I can only depend on the news reports. 
But the administration’s position 
seems to be to leave the nuclear waste 
where it is until we have a permanent 
place to put it. 

Let me tell you a little bit about the 
possibility of a permanent repository 
at Yucca Mountain. We do not know 
whether Yucca Mountain may ever be 
ready. We have spent $6 billion already. 
It is estimated that it will cost a total 
of $30 billion by the time we are 
through with it. The Department of 
Energy says it has a 50–50 chance of ac-
tually being licensed. 

The theory here is that the scientists 
have to go through this process to de-
termine whether Yucca can contain nu-
clear waste for thousands of years. 

Mr. President, if I may have another 
6 or 7 minutes, I would appreciate it, 
and I ask unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, the difficulty we have 

here with Yucca Mountain is not know-
ing whether we will ever get it licensed 
because it has to withstand a scientific 
analysis regarding any possible source 
of exposure—earthquake, volcanic ac-
tivity, any leeching into the ground— 
for approximately 10,000 years. We do 
not know whether science can come up 
with that kind of certification. 

But, in any event, in order to try to 
make this case we have to proceed with 
the tunneling, and spend the money. 
However, we simply do not know 
whether it will ever be a permanent re-
pository. But the idea of moving this 
waste from 41 States, 80 sites, to a 
place where we have had extensively 
studied certainly seems to make sense. 
If Yucca Mountain is determined to be 
permanent, we will have the waste 
there and ready to put in a permanent 
repository. If Yucca Mountain is not 
the permanent repository site, it will 
be dozens of years before another per-
manent repository site can be located 
and studied, and a central interim stor-
age facility will still be needed. 

It is my understanding that the Vice 
President apparently was saying two 
things. The administration no longer 
supports any form of centralized in-
terim storage. In the meantime, we can 
only conclude that their policy is, 
‘‘Leave it where it is.’’ Leave it where 

it is. Ignore the problem. Put off the 
decision. Act like an ostrich—put your 
head in the sand. Let nuclear waste 
build up in 41 States, near the homes, 
near the schools. This is the adminis-
tration’s irresponsible and dangerous 
policy on nuclear waste storage. 

As I said, the Federal Government 
has a 1998 deadline. Taxpayers have 
paid billions of dollars only to have the 
Vice President say, ‘‘Leave it where it 
is.’’ 

I have another chart that I will refer 
to very briefly. These are the States 
where ratepayers have paid into the 
Federal Government’s nuclear waste 
fund to provide for nuclear waste stor-
age. The Federal Government did not 
hold this money in escrow. They put it 
in the general fund. They have spent it. 

The point is, there is $12 billion that 
has been paid in by the ratepayers for 
the Federal Government to take this 
waste in 1998. Virtually every State has 
bought nuclear power and paid into the 
fund. That is where the Government’s 
contractual commitments really lay. 

Why is the administration simply 
saying no to any form of interim stor-
age when Yucca Mountain has only a 
50–50 chance of opening? Some who are 
on the fringes of the environmental 
movement think that this sort of foot 
dragging may help them close down the 
entire nuclear industry. Those people 
apparently have no responsibility for 
replacing that 22 percent of our power 
that we will lose. Twenty-two percent 
of our electricity, Mr. President, is 
generated by nuclear power. Even if all 
of the reactors shut down, we would be 
stuck with the utility waste and the 
defense waste still. We would not have 
an answer for what to do with it. If 
they shut down the industry, we still 
have the waste to dispose of. 

Mr. President, we won the cold war 
with the help of our nuclear deterrent. 
Now we have an obligation to clean up 
the mess. We can win the war on nu-
clear waste. Leaving it where it is is 
not an option, and 41 States are watch-
ing us. 

In addition to the nuclear waste of 
our power generators, we have nuclear 
waste that resulted from nuclear weap-
ons development. I was at Hanford 2 
weeks ago and went through the old 
plants that developed the plutonium to 
make the Hiroshima bomb, and those 
that made advanced nuclear devices. 
One must seriously consider what 
those facilities contributed to human-
ity and the burden they left. It is a re-
sponsibility that we must bear. Nu-
clear weapons brought the Second 
World War to an early close. There 
were lives lost; there were lives saved. 
The same thing is true regarding the 
collapse of the Soviet Union. 

No matter what your opinion regard-
ing these matters, we have a legacy of 
nuclear waste. We have to address it. 
The responsible way to address it is to 
meet head on the obligations we have 
made. Under a contractual commit-
ment, we have collected $12 billion 
from ratepayers and are committed to 
take that waste by 1998. 

The Government is not prepared to 
take the waste. This case is going to be 
litigated, and it will become a full em-
ployment act for the lawyers beginning 
in 1998. We have proposed in S. 104 to 
address it now by providing for the 
siting of an interim storage site, in the 
Nevada desert, or somewhere else the 
President and Congress may choose, 
until we have a permanent repository. 

Mr. President, we have to have a 
temporary central storage facility in 
this country. There is absolutely no 
question about it. But this administra-
tion chooses to ignore it. They want 
this problem to go away. They do not 
want to address it on their watch. I 
suggest, Mr. President, that this is ir-
responsible. I thank the President and 
wish him a good day and yield the 
floor. 

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota is recognized to 
speak for up to 20 minutes. 

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President. I appreciate that. 

(The remarks of Mr. GRAMS, Mr. 
KOHL, and Mr. FEINGOLD pertaining to 
the introduction of S. 322 are located in 
today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on 
Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.’’) 

Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ala-
bama. 

(The remarks of Mr. SHELBY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 323 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana [Mr. COATS] is recog-
nized to speak for up to 10 minutes. 

f 

COMPUTER PORNOGRAPHY 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I come 
before my colleagues today to discuss 
an issue which is not pleasant. It is 
tragically controversial, and it is an 
unsavory topic. The issue is computer 
pornography. 

I have a copy of the February 10, 1997 
U.S. News & World Report magazine. 
The cover story indicates, America is 
by far the world’s leading producer of 
porn, churning out hard core videos at 
the astonishing rate of about 150 new 
titles per week. The magazine provides 
an inside look at the industry. 

Within this U.S. News & World Re-
port edition is a lengthy article dis-
cussing the porn industry in the United 
States, shamefully pronouncing the 
United States as the world’s leading 
producer of pornography. There is 
much in this article to shock, to dis-
appoint, and to be ashamed of. But I 
am going to limit my remarks specifi-
cally to the issue of computer pornog-
raphy. 

As a backdrop, let me quote from the 
article just to give us an idea of the 
scope of the problem. ‘‘Last year,’’ the 
article states, ‘‘Americans spent more 
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than $8 billion on hard-core videos, 
peep shows, live sex acts, adult cable 
programming, sexual devices, com-
puter porn, and sex magazines—an 
amount larger than Hollywood’s do-
mestic box office receipts and larger 
than all of the revenues generated by 
rock and country music recordings. 
Americans now spend more money at 
strip clubs than at Broadway, off- 
Broadway, regional, and nonprofit the-
aters; at the opera, the ballet, and jazz 
and classical music performances . . . 
combined.’’ 

That is the scope of the problem. It is 
a staggering statistic, one that ought 
to shock us all. 

The article also discusses the role of 
the Internet and the role of computer 
pornography in driving the technology 
that we have all become so aware of in 
just the last year or so. Let me again 
quote from the magazine: 

In much the same way that hard-core films 
on videocassette were largely responsible for 
the rapid introduction of the VCR, porn CD– 
ROM and on the Internet has hastened the 
acceptance of these new technologies. Inter-
active adult CD–ROMs, such as Virtual Val-
erie and the Penthouse Photo Shoot, create 
interest in multimedia equipment among 
male computer buyers. 

According to the article. It goes on 
to say, and I quote: 

The availability of sexually explicit mate-
rial through computer bulletin board sys-
tems has drawn many users to the Internet. 
Porn companies have established elaborate 
web sites to lure customers. 

For instance, ‘‘Playboy’s web site, 
which offers free glimpses of its Play-
mates, now averages about 5 million 
hits a day.’’ Five million times some-
one is logging into the Playboy web 
site every day. 

The article then goes on to quote a 
seeming cult figure of the anything 
goes set in America, Larry Flynt: 

Larry Flynt imagines a future in which the 
TV and the personal computer have merged. 
Americans will lie in bed, cruising the Inter-
net with their remote controls and ordering 
hard-core films at the punch of a button. The 
Internet promises to combine the video 
store’s diversity of choices with the secrecy 
of purchases through the mail. 

Why do I bring this up, Mr. Presi-
dent? Because in the last Congress, the 
104th Congress, this Senate adopted the 
Exon-Coats amendment, known as the 
Communications Decency Act, as part 
of the telecommunications reform leg-
islation. I bring this up not to point 
out what Americans should or should 
not do in the privacy of their bedroom. 
I bring this up to ask the question as to 
whether or not we have a responsibility 
to protect our children from the nega-
tive impact of pornography. The Com-
munications Decency Act simply ex-
tends the same protections that are 
currently in place, for children from 
pornography, that exists in every other 
means of communication but has not 
caught up with computer communica-
tion. The Internet has exploded on the 
scene and, yet, the same restrictions 
and protections for children, regarding 
the distribution of pornography that 

we have built into telephone tech-
nology, television technology, VCR 
technology, and others, has not been 
extended to computer technology, until 
the Communications Decency Act. 

As U.S. News reports, ‘‘The Nation’s 
obscenity laws and the Communica-
tions Decency Act are the greatest im-
pediments to Flynt’s brave new world 
of porn.’’ The article said that, ‘‘Even 
he [Larry Flynt] is shocked by some of 
the material he has obtained through 
the Internet.’’ 

Let me quote him. ‘‘Some of the stuff 
on there, I mean, I wouldn’t even pub-
lish it.’’ 

Anybody familiar with Mr. Flynt’s 
record in terms of extending the bound-
aries of publication of pornographic 
material have to be stunned by this 
statement. Basically what he is saying 
is that some of the material that is 
available on the Internet without any 
protections for children, is so shocking 
even he wouldn’t publish it in his mag-
azines, which are only sold to adults, 
or are only supposed to be sold to 
adults. 

Opponents of the Communications 
Decency Act, companies like America 
On-Line, the ACLU, the American Li-
brary Association, have argued that 
there should be no role for government 
in protecting children, that the Inter-
net can regulate itself. The primary so-
lution that they have offered is a sys-
tem called PICs, Platform for Internet 
Content Selection. It is a type of self- 
rating system. This would allow the 
publisher of the material, the pornog-
rapher, to rate his own home page on 
the Web, and browsers, the tools that 
are used to search the Internet, would 
then respond to these ratings. 

Mr. President, I suggest that it is a 
ludicrous proposition to allow the por-
nographer to rate their own material. 
There is no incentive for compliance. 

PC Week magazine, a prominent 
voice in the computer industry re-
cently published an editorial entitled 
‘‘Web Site Ratings—Shame on Most of 
Us.’’ The column discusses the lack of 
voluntary compliance by content pro-
viders. The article states, 

We and many others in the computer in-
dustry and press have decried the Commu-
nications Decency Act and other government 
attempts to regulate the content of the Web. 
Instead, we’ve all argued, the government 
should let the Web rate and regulate its own 
content. Page ratings and browsers that re-
spond to those ratings, not legislation, are 
the answers we’ve offered. 

But then the article goes on to say: 
The argument has been effective. With the 

CDA still wrapped up in the Courts, the gen-
eral feeling seems to be that we, the good 
guys, carried the day on this one. 

‘‘Too bad we left the field before the 
game was over,’’ the article says. ‘‘We 
who work around the Web have done 
little to rate our content.’’ The article 
goes on to say that, in search of the 
Web, they found ‘‘few rated sites.’’ And 
even those rated sites were an ‘‘excep-
tion to the rule.’’ In other words, the 
PICs don’t work. Of course they don’t 
work. They don’t work because you are 

asking the producer who is trying to 
sell the material to rate the material 
in a way that it will not be accessed as 
many people as it otherwise would. 
There is no incentive for pornographers 
to comply. 

So what are the ramifications to our 
children? A member of my staff went 
on Lexis/Nexis and searched for articles 
containing the words: Computer and 
pornography and Internet and looked 
for articles dated after the first of the 
year. And we came up with 139 separate 
stories. ‘‘Internet pornography at li-
brary concerns parents’’, ‘‘Parents 
want BPL (Boston Public Library) to 
block porn on Internet’’, articles enti-
tled, ‘‘Kids see porn via the Internet.’’ 
‘‘Mother sues America On-Line over 
cyber porn,’’ and on and on. 

At a time when the President and the 
Vice President are calling for every 
classroom in America to be wired to 
the Internet, when Larry Flynt is 
shocked by some of the material he 
finds there, the ACLU and congres-
sional opponents of the Communica-
tions Decency Act claim that the Gov-
ernment has no right to protect our 
children from this pornographic mate-
rial. Fortunately, the Senate spoke on 
a vote of 84 to 16, and the Congress as 
a whole spoke overwhelmingly in favor 
of the CDA. 

Mr. President, the Supreme Court 
will soon hear arguments on the con-
stitutionality of the CDA. I have a 
copy of the amicus brief, filed on behalf 
of Members of Congress, which reaf-
firms the voice of Congress on this im-
portant issue. I thank my colleagues 
who took a stand with me in this brief 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
content of the cover of the brief be 
printed and referenced in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[In the Supreme Court of the United States, 
October Term, 1996] 

JANET RENO, ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES, ET AL., APPELLANTS v. 
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, ET AL., 
APPELLEES 

On Appeal from the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of Pennsyl-
vania 

BRIEF OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
Senators DAN COATS, JAMES EXON, JESSE 

HELMS, CHARLES GRASSLEY, CHRISTOPHER 
BOND, JAMES INHOFE, RICK SANTORUM, ROD 
GRAMS; and 

Representatives HENRY J. HYDE, BOB GOOD-
LATTE, F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR., STE-
VEN SCHIFF, WILLIAM L. JENKINS, ASA HUTCH-
INSON, CHRIS SMITH, DUNCAN HUNTER, ROSCOE 
BARTLETT, WALTER B. JONES, JR., SHERWOOD 
BOEHLERT, MARK SOUDER, STEVE LARGENT, 
JIM RYUN, TONY HALL, DAVE WELDON, FRANK 
R. WOLF as amici curiae in support of appel-
lants. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I know 
my time is up, I intend to take addi-
tional time later to talk about the con-
stitutionality of the Communications 
Decency Act, and to restate the case 
for why I believe it will pass constitu-
tional muster. 

Mr. President, this is something that 
we have to be vigilant on because 
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clearly we have an interest, and a re-
sponsibility to protect our children 
from this kind of material. 

Mr. President, I thank you for the 
time. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as if in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mrs. MURRAY per-

taining to the introduction of S. 324 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. KOHL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Wis-
consin. 

Mr. KOHL. I thank the Chair. 
f 

DEADBEAT PARENTS PUNISHMENT 
ACT AND SUNSHINE IN LITIGA-
TION ACT 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, 2 weeks 

ago, I introduced two bills, the Dead-
beat Parents Punishment Act of 1997, 
and the Sunshine in Litigation Act of 
1997. Both address issues that are of 
enormous importance to our commu-
nities and country. 

First, Senator DEWINE and I intro-
duced a measure to toughen the origi-
nal Child Support Recovery Act of 1992 
to ensure that more serious crimes re-
ceive more serious punishment. Our 
new proposal sends a clear message to 
deadbeat parents: Pay up or go to jail. 

Current law already makes it a Fed-
eral offense to willfully fail to pay 
child support obligations to a child in 
another State if the obligation has re-
mained unpaid for longer than a year 
or is greater than $5,000. However, cur-
rent law provides for a maximum of 
just 6 months in prison for a first of-
fense and a maximum of 2 years for a 
second offense. A first offense, how-
ever, no matter how egregious, is not a 
felony under current law. 

Police officers and prosecutors have 
used the current law effectively, but 
they have found that current mis-
demeanor penalties do not adequately 
deal with more serious cases, those 
cases in which parents move from 
State to State to intentionally evade 
child support penalties or fail to pay 
child support obligations for more than 
2 years—serious cases that deserve se-
rious felony punishment. 

In response to these concerns, Presi-
dent Clinton drafted legislation that 
would address this problem, and we 
dropped it in last month. 

This new effort builds on past suc-
cesses. In the 4 years since the original 
deadbeat parents legislation was signed 
into law by President Bush, collections 
have increased by nearly 50 percent, 
from $8 billion to $11.8 billion, and we 
should be proud of that increase. More-
over, a new national database has 
helped identify 60,000 delinquent fa-
thers, over half of whom owed money 
to women on welfare. 

Nevertheless, there is much more 
that we can do. It is estimated that if 
delinquent parents fully paid up their 
child support, approximately 800,000 
women and children could be taken off 
the welfare rolls. So our new legisla-
tion cracks down on the worst viola-
tors and makes clear that intentional 
or long-term evasion of child support 
responsibilities will not receive a slap 
on the wrist. In so doing, it will help us 
continue to fight to ensure that every 
child receives the parental support 
they deserve. 

With this bill, we have a chance to 
make a difference in the lives of fami-
lies across our entire country. I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
to give police and prosecutors the tools 
they need to effectively pursue individ-
uals who seek to avoid their family ob-
ligations. 

The second bill I introduced 2 weeks 
ago was the Sunshine in Litigation Act 
of 1997, a measure that addresses the 
growing abuse of secrecy orders issued 
by Federal courts. All too often, our 
Federal courts will allow vital infor-
mation that is discovered in litigation 
and which directly bears on public 
health and safety to be covered up, to 
be shielded from people whose lives are 
potentially at stake and from the pub-
lic officials we have asked to protect 
our health and safety. 

All of this happens because of the so- 
called protective orders, which are 
really gag orders issued by courts—and 
designed to keep information discov-
ered in the course of litigation secret 
and undisclosed. Typically, injured vic-
tims agree to a defendant’s request to 
keep lawsuit information secret. They 
agree because defendants threaten 
that, without secrecy, they will refuse 
to pay a settlement. Victims cannot af-
ford to take such chances. And while 
courts in these situations actually 
have the legal authority to deny re-
quests for secrecy, typically they do 
not because both sides have agreed and 
judges have other matters they prefer 
to attend to. So judges are regularly 
and frequently entering these protec-
tive orders using the power of the Fed-
eral Government to keep people in the 
dark about the dangers they face. 

This measure will bring crucial infor-
mation out of the darkness and into 
the light. The measure amends rule 26 
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 
to require that judges weigh the im-
pact on public health and safety before 
approving these secrecy orders. It is 
simple, effective, and straightforward. 
It essentially codifies what is already 
the best practices of the best judges. In 
cases that do not affect the public 
health and safety, existing practice 
would continue, and courts can still 
use protective orders as they do today. 
But in cases affecting public health and 
safety, courts would apply a balancing 
test. They could permit secrecy only if 
the need for privacy outweighs the 
public’s need to know about potential 
public health and safety hazards. More-
over, courts could not, under this 

measure, issue protective orders that 
would prevent disclosures to regu-
latory agencies. 

I do want to mention that identical 
legislation was reported out of the Ju-
diciary Committee last year by a bipar-
tisan, 11-to-7 majority. I do want to re-
mind people that this issue is not going 
away: A number of States are cur-
rently considering antisecrecy meas-
ures; the Justice Department itself has 
drafted its own antisecrecy proposal— 
one that in many ways goes further 
than my own. The grassroots support 
for antisecrecy legislation will con-
tinue and grow, as long as information 
remains held under lock and key. 

So, Mr. President, I look forward to 
working with my colleagues on a bipar-
tisan basis to do more to combat dead-
beat parents and limit court secrecy. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida is recognized to 
speak for up to 10 minutes. 

f 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION, TRANS-
PORTATION, AND ENVIRON-
MENTAL INITIATIVE 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I speak 
to my colleagues and to the American 
public today about a quiet crisis that is 
occurring in our Nation. This is the 
crisis that has resulted from our fail-
ure to adequately invest in the basic 
services that will render our Nation 
economically productive, with a strong 
national security, and prepare the next 
generation of our citizens to meet their 
responsibilities. All over our Nation, 
from the largest cities to the smallest 
rural communities, we are seeing a de-
terioration of our basic public support 
system. Our schools, our bridges, our 
highways, our water and sewer systems 
are deteriorating. 

In areas of growth, we do not have 
enough resources to meet the needs of 
an expanding population. Too many 
children are learning in overcrowded 
and unsafe classrooms. Too many mo-
torists are driving on inadequate roads 
and highways. Too many communities 
are being forced to make do with inad-
equate water, sewer, and environ-
mental systems. 

Our ability to compete in the econ-
omy of the future, and to maintain and 
enhance the quality of life of our citi-
zens, will, in large part, hinge on 
whether and how we correct those 
problems. 

As we enter the 21st century, we 
must build and rebuild the foundations 
which will serve our people and their 
needs for years to come. In the near fu-
ture, I intend to continue the efforts 
that are underway with my Republican 
and Democratic colleagues who have 
expressed similar concerns. Out of this 
will come legislation which will assist 
States and local communities to build 
the schools, roads, and water systems 
that they need now and in the future. 

The numbers tell the story. A recent 
General Accounting Office report says 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:10 Oct 24, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1997SENATE\S13FE7.REC S13FE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
O

C
IA

LS
E

C
U

R
IT

Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1358 February 13, 1997 
that one-third of our Nation’s school 
districts have buildings in need of im-
mediate and extensive repair. The 
same report states that 25 million stu-
dents go to schools with poor lighting 
and heating, bad ventilation or air 
quality, or a lack of physical security; 
25 million boys and girls attend schools 
with those deteriorating conditions. It 
has been estimated that $150 billion 
will be needed to remedy this situa-
tion. That dollar amount does not in-
clude the cost to meet new school con-
struction for expanding populations. 

This affects my State. It affects all of 
the States of the Nation. The school fa-
cility crisis is estimated, for instance, 
in the State of North Dakota, to cost 
$450 million to remedy; $5 billion is 
needed in Texas, $7.5 billion in Florida, 
$15 billion in New York State, and $20 
billion in the State of California. In 
Louisiana, 88 percent of the 1,500 public 
schools are in need of repair; 77 percent 
of Connecticut’s more than 1,000 
schools need some rehabilitation. In Il-
linois, 89 percent of more than 4,000 
schools need improvement. 

I firmly believe the administration of 
elementary and secondary education is 
the responsibility of State and local 
communities. It is not a Federal re-
sponsibility. The Federal Government 
should restrain itself from interfering 
with curriculum, personnel and other 
educational policies. But I believe 
there is a role for the Federal Govern-
ment in helping increasingly under-
funded and overburdened school dis-
tricts in the construction of badly 
needed new schools and the renovation 
of existing schools. That is a role in 
which the Federal Government has had 
some history. 

I recently spent a day working in a 
rehabilitation project on Opa-Locka 
Elementary School in Dade County, 
FL. I was impressed when I looked at 
the plaque on the wall of Opa-Locka 
Elementary School, a school which is 
60 years old this year. It was built by 
the U.S. Public Works Administration 
as a Depression-era job-creation 
project. The Federal Government has a 
history of assisting school districts in 
meeting their capital needs and has 
done so without the criticism of inap-
propriate Federal intrusion. 

Mr. President, I applaud the Presi-
dent’s proposed school construction 
initiative. It was one of the 10 points in 
the education program that he pre-
sented to the Nation during his State 
of the Union Address. He has opened 
the door to an important Federal- 
State-local partnership, and we must 
walk through that door. However, I be-
lieve the door needs to be widened. 

Our school construction needs are 
much greater than the President’s pro-
posal would address. States and local 
school districts need to have a wider 
range of policy and fiscal options to 
meet their needs. We must aggressively 
build on the President’s plan so that 
States and local governments can solve 
their tremendous needs. 

School construction is obviously not 
the only capital issue facing States and 

local governments. For example, the 
United States has 39 million miles of 
roads and 574,000 bridges. Recent esti-
mates show that 60 percent of our roads 
and a third of our bridges are sub-
standard and in need of repair. The 
U.S. Department of Transportation es-
timates that we currently invest $35 
billion annually in highway construc-
tion. This is $15 billion less than is 
needed to keep up with deterioration 
and $33 billion less than the amount es-
timated to keep ahead of growth, 
change, and congestion. 

Nationally, our water and sewer 
management investment needs are in 
excess of $138 billion. 

The key question for us and for 
America is, how will we face these 
problems? We must address these prob-
lems in a way that is responsible, both 
to our commitment to a balanced budg-
et and to the needs of States and local 
communities. It is vital that we find a 
funding source that is limited, stable 
and viable over an extended period of 
time. 

I suggest that some of the principles 
of this new partnership of the Federal 
Government with State and local com-
munities in meeting their education, 
transportation and environmental in-
frastructure needs would include these: 
We must form an expanded and long- 
term partnership. It must be a partner-
ship built on a basic respect for the re-
sponsibilities of State and local gov-
ernment to make the key policy deci-
sions. 

It must also be built on a require-
ment that it be a true partnership with 
the States and as a condition of par-
ticipation that they provide a match-
ing source of funds to that which will 
come from the Federal Government 
and that they maintain their current 
level of effort so that this will truly be 
an additional effort toward meeting 
our unmet needs, not a substitution for 
current effort, and that there be max-
imum flexibility to the States in the 
form in which they choose to meet 
those needs and the priorities which 
they establish. 

I am going to suggest, Mr. President, 
as we develop these concepts into legis-
lation, that one of the most appealing 
ways in which to provide that stable 
and sustainable revenue source in order 
to be able to form this partnership is to 
utilize the 4.3 cents per gallon of motor 
fuels tax which was enacted in 1993 and 
which goes directly to the Federal 
Treasury, not as does most other feder-
ally imposed motor fuels tax into a 
highway trust fund. This revenue 
source is currently generating in ex-
cess of $6 billion. 

If States and local communities are 
willing to provide a substantial match 
to these funds—and I will suggest that 
that match should be in the ratio of 
one-third State and local to two-thirds 
Federal—the total effect of this Fed-
eral contribution for educational, 
transportation, environmental needs 
over the next 5 to 10 years could be in 
excess of $200 billion, if these funds 

were used as the basis of innovative fi-
nancing methods. 

Mr. President, this will have the po-
tential of tremendous positive impact 
on our Nation’s economy. Clearly, the 
economy will benefit by having chil-
dren who are educated in appropriate 
environments. The country will benefit 
by having a transportation system that 
can meet our current and future needs 
that will not impose excessive costs 
due to congestion and inadequacy of fa-
cilities. Our Nation will be enhanced by 
having quality environmental systems 
that will protect our water and our air 
and our natural resources. 

Those are some of the benefits. But 
in addition to those, a program of this 
scale will provide employment for lit-
erally hundreds of thousands of people, 
as we strive to construct these facili-
ties that will have such positive long- 
term benefits. 

Mr. President, in the next weeks I ex-
pect to continue to work with my col-
leagues in developing this into specific 
legislative proposals. 

Our motorists and our Nation’s com-
mercial interests need safe, modern, 
and reliable highways. Our commu-
nities deserve responsible water and 
sewer and other environmental sys-
tems. Our children will require the best 
quality of educational facilities in 
order to achieve world-class standards 
of educational performance. We can 
wait no longer to meet the needs of 
this quiet crisis of deteriorating infra-
structure in America. Now is the time 
to act. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed for 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Arkansas is recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. BUMPERS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 325, S. 
326, and S. 327 are located in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas is right on tar-
get, it is the king of corporate welfare. 
The Senator from Arkansas has been at 
this for years trying to save the con-
science of this particular body. I have 
been most interested in his factual, in-
depth study and report to the Congress, 
and particularly here to us in the Sen-
ate. It is just astounding to me that it 
continues. 

As he said, the public can hardly be-
lieve what he says. I want to turn to a 
subject that the public cannot believe, 
and that is what we say, because we 
have a funny way of talking about defi-
cits. Specifically, if you look, Mr. 
President, at the budget message of the 
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President in the budget green book, fis-
cal year 1998, on page 2, and you want 
to see what the deficit is after the fifth 
year out, it says on page 2 at the bot-
tom, ‘‘Surplus deficit.’’ Why 
doublespeak? You would not get that 
from your accountant. 

Do not, by gosh, make your income 
tax statement in April on the basis of 
surplus deficit, on budget/off budget, 
unified budget, unified deficit. But you 
will see here that they show a $17 bil-
lion surplus on page 2. However, Mr. 
President, if you turn to page 331, bur-
ied in the back, you will find table S– 
16, ‘‘Federal Government Financing 
and Debt.’’ All one needs do to ever de-
termine a deficit is to just look at the 
increase, if you please, of the debt each 
year. If the debt stays the same, you 

have a balanced budget. If the debt 
goes down, then you have a surplus. 
But, if the debt goes up, as it says on 
page 331, clearly you have a deficit. 
You can see that the debt in 2002 is 
$6.6525 trillion on the line which says 
‘‘Total gross Federal debt.’’ Then, if 
you subtract the previous year’s debt 
of $6.4852 in 2001 from the 2002 figure of 
$6.6525 trillion, you will get, of course, 
a $167.3-billion deficit. This is not a 
surplus as you find on page 2, but a def-
icit, as it states on page 331. That is 
the real world, and it should be our 
real world. It should be our real world, 
Mr. President, because, otherwise, the 
discipline has broken here in this body. 
Specifically, if you are going to use 
some offset borrowing, it is like going 

to the bank and the teller says, ‘‘Well, 
HOLLINGS, you don’t have any money 
left,’’ and I say, ‘‘Well, let me borrow 
from the next fellow’s account over 
there and put it in mine.’’ 

So what we do for the unified budget 
is borrow from Social Security and 
highway trust funds. Let me give you 
the list, Mr. President. This chart lists 
each President since Harry Truman in 
1945, the U.S. budget, the trust funds 
that are used, the real deficit, the gross 
Federal debt, and then the gross inter-
est costs. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

President/Year 

U.S. 
budget 

(outlays) 
(in bil-
lions) 

Trust 
funds 

Real 
deficit 

Annual 
deficit 
change 

Gross 
Federal 

debt 
(billions) 

Gross in-
terest 

Truman: 
1945 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.7 5.4 ................ ................ 260.1 ................
1946 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 55.2 3.9 ¥10.9 ................ 271.0 ................
1947 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 34.5 3.4 +13.9 ................ 257.1 ................
1948 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 29.8 3.0 +5.1 ................ 252.0 ................
1949 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 38.8 2.4 ¥0.6 ................ 252.6 ................
1950 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 42.6 ¥0.1 ¥4.3 ................ 256.9 ................
1951 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 45.5 3.7 +1.6 ................ 255.3 ................
1952 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 67.7 3.5 ¥3.8 ................ 259.1 ................
1953 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.1 3.4 ¥6.9 ................ 266.0 ................

Eisenhower: 
1954 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.9 2.0 ¥4.8 ................ 270.8 ................
1955 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 68.4 1.2 ¥3.6 ................ 274.4 ................
1956 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.6 2.6 +1.7 ................ 272.7 ................
1957 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.6 1.8 +0.4 ................ 272.3 ................
1958 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 82.4 0.2 ¥7.4 ................ 279.7 ................
1959 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.1 ¥1.6 ¥7.8 ................ 287.5 ................
1960 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.2 ¥0.5 ¥3.0 ................ 290.5 ................
1961 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 97.7 0.9 ¥2.1 ................ 292.6 ................

Kennedy: 
1962 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 106.8 ¥0.3 ¥10.3 ................ 302.9 9.1 
1963 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 111.3 1.9 ¥7.4 ................ 310.3 9.9 

Johnson: 
1964 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.5 2.7 ¥5.8 ................ 316.1 10.7 
1965 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.2 2.5 ¥6.2 ................ 322.3 11.3 
1966 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 134.5 1.5 ¥6.2 ................ 328.5 12.0 
1967 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 157.5 7.1 ¥11.9 ................ 340.4 13.4 
1968 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 178.1 3.1 ¥28.3 ................ 368.7 14.6 
1969 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 183.6 ¥0.3 +2.9 ................ 365.8 16.6 

Nixon: 
1970 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 195.6 12.3 ¥15.1 ................ 380.9 19.3 
1971 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 210.2 4.3 ¥27.3 ................ 408.2 21.0 
1972 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 230.7 4.3 ¥27.7 ................ 435.9 21.8 
1973 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 245.7 15.5 ¥30.4 ................ 466.3 24.2 
1974 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 269.4 11.5 ¥17.6 ................ 483.9 29.3 

Ford: 
1975 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 332.3 4.8 ¥58.0 ................ 541.9 32.7 
1976 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 371.8 13.4 ¥87.1 ................ 629.0 37.1 

Carter: 
1977 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 409.2 23.7 ¥77.4 ................ 706.4 41.9 
1978 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 458.7 11.0 ¥70.2 ................ 776.6 48.7 
1979 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 503.5 12.2 ¥52.9 ................ 829.5 59.9 
1980 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 590.9 5.8 ¥79.6 ................ 909.1 74.8 

Reagan: 
1981 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 678.2 6.7 ¥85.7 [¥6.1] 994.8 95.5 
1982 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 745.8 14.5 ¥142.5 [¥56.8] 1,137.3 117.2 
1983 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 808.4 26.6 ¥234.4 [¥91.9] 1,371.7 128.7 
1984 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 851.8 7.6 ¥193.0 [+41.4] 1,564.7 153.9 
1985 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 946.4 40.6 ¥252.9 [¥59.9] 1,817.6 178.9 
1986 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 990.3 81.8 ¥303.0 [¥50.1] 2,120.6 190.3 
1987 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,003.9 75.7 ¥225.5 [+77.5] 2,346.1 195.3 
1988 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,064.1 100.0 ¥255.2 [¥29.7] 2,601.3 214.1 

Bush: 
1989 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,143.2 114.2 ¥266.7 [¥11.5] 2,868.0 240.9 
1990 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,252.7 117.2 ¥338.6 [¥71.9] 3,206.6 264.7 
1991 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,323.8 122.7 ¥391.9 [¥53.3] 3,598.5 285.5 
1992 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,380.9 113.2 ¥403.6 [¥11.7] 4,002.1 292.3 

Clinton: 
1993 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,408.2 94.2 ¥349.3 [+54.3] 4,351.4 292.5 
1994 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,460.6 89.1 ¥292.3 [+57.0] 4,643.7 296.3 
1995 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,514.4 113.4 ¥277.3 [+15.0] 4,921.0 332.4 
1996 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,560.0 154.0 ¥261.0 [+16.3] 5,182.0 344.0 
1997 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,632.0 130.0 ¥254.0 [+7.0] 5,436.0 360.0 

Source: Historical Tables, ‘‘Budget of the U.S. Government FY 1996’’: Beginning in 1962 CBO’s ‘‘1995 Economic and Budget Outlook.’’ 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, you 
go down each year and—incidentally, 
when I got here, in 1966, there wasn’t 
any unified budget, or unified deficit, 
or unified surplus. There wasn’t any-
thing unified. There wasn’t any in 1967, 
1968, and 1969. When they started that 
under President Johnson, they said 

President Johnson started it as a gim-
mick. If you look at these figures, you 
will find out that President Johnson 
did have a surplus and a balanced budg-
et—I voted for it; I was here then—and 
it did not use Social Security or any of 
the other trust funds. 

Then, Mr. President, as I was saying, 
there is a table here of the different 
amounts used in this so-called unified 
budget, or deficit. In the year 1997, 
there was $78 billion in Social Security 
moneys to reduce the size of that def-
icit; in 1998, $81 billion; in 1999, $88 bil-
lion; in 2000, $94 billion; in the year 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1360 February 13, 1997 
2001, $98 billion; and in 2002, $104 bil-
lion. That is a total of $543 billion. 

Now, I am a budgeteer. I am on the 
Budget Committee. I go in the room 
and I say: Well, now, are we going to 
really look at the debt and see if we’ve 
got this Government on a pay-as-you- 
go program, or are we going to play the 
gamesmanship? Oh, they have report-
ers running all around the world, to 
China, to find out whether or not they 
made a contribution in the Presi-
dential election. But they don’t have 
the integrity to report the facts, truth 
in budgeting. The discipline is broken. 
I go in as a budgeteer and you say: 
Wait a minute, you have $543 billion, a 
half trillion bucks, over the next 6 
years, and if I don’t spend it for what I 
want, that fellow over there is going to 
spend it on defense; this one over here 
is going to spend it on foreign aid; the 
next one is going to spend it on the na-
tional parks. I might as well get my 
money to take back home. There is no 
discipline. There is no trust. 

Obviously, the public has heard us 
talk ad nauseam about deficits and bal-
ancing budgets. And like old Tennessee 
Ernie sang, ‘‘Another day older and 
deeper in debt.’’ We have these polls 
taken to see whether or not they trust 
us. I hope they don’t because we are 
not giving them the truth in budg-
eting. I am trying my dead-level best 
here to list these amounts. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
particular table be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Gross debt 1996 .......... 5182 Gross debt 1997 .......... 5436 
Gross debt 1995 .......... 4921 Gross debt 1996 .......... 5182 

Difference ....... 261 Difference ....... 254 

1996 1997 

Deficit .................................................................................... 107 124 
Trust funds: 

Social Security ............................................................. 66 78 
Medicare HI 1 ................................................................ ¥4 ¥10 
Medicare SMI ............................................................... 13 ¥5 
Military Retirement ...................................................... 5 9 
Civilian Retirement ...................................................... 28 28 
Unemployment .............................................................. 6 7 
Highways ...................................................................... 3 3 
Airports ......................................................................... ¥3 ¥4 
Other ............................................................................ 1 3 

Additional borrowing: 
Banking ........................................................................ 16 10 
Treasury loans .............................................................. 23 11 

Total trust funds and additional borrowing ........... 154 130 

Real deficit ........................................................................... 261 254 
Gross interest ........................................................................ 344 360 

1 The HI part of Medicare is projected to go broke by 2001. Based on 
numbers reported by the Treasury Department. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. You will find that in 
the 1997 budget we use $78 billion from 
Social Security; military retirement, 
$9 billion; civilian retirement, $28 bil-
lion; unemployment compensation 
fund, $7 billion; highways, $3 billion; 
additional borrowings from banking, 
$10 billion; Treasury loans, another $11 
billion. 

So you can see the tremendous 
amounts that we do to obscure the size 
of that deficit. And this has been quite 
a problem for this particular Senator, 

because I have been trying to get one 
vocabulary, if you please, so when we 
go into the Budget Committee we all 
talk the same language. Then, we can 
have ‘‘slush’’ funds instead of ‘‘trust’’ 
funds. We, very lightly, make a motion 
and say the money is there and we will 
use it there, and we will use the CPI 
and pick up a trillion dollars over 10 
years. Oh, there are all kinds of gim-
micks to use. I got an initiative in the 
formal statutory law, which was called 
a gimmick less than 24 hours ago by 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee. I don’t think the 
law is a gimmick. 

I want to talk seriously about that, 
Mr. President, because we can go back 
to the National Commission on Social 
Security Reform in January 1983. You 
will find, under section 21, a majority 
of the national commission rec-
ommends that the operations of OASI, 
DI, HI, and SMI—the trust funds, So-
cial Security trust funds—should be re-
moved from the unified budget. In the 
operations, the Social Security trust 
funds have been included in the unified 
budget. However, by including Social 
Security trust funds in the annual 
budget process, it gives a false impres-
sion to the American public. The na-
tional commission believed that 
changes in the Social Security program 
should be made only for programmatic 
reasons and not for balancing the budg-
et. 

Then, they projected as the reason 
for removing it from the unified budget 
was to take Social Security from a 
pay-as-you-go program to building up 
surpluses—tremendous reserves—to 
take care of the baby boomers in the 
next century. They use the year 2056 in 
one instance and talk about protecting 
the fund for 75 years in another. Now, 
in all the litany from these reports and 
emergency committees that go around 
studying this, they are coming back in 
and saying it will be broke in the year 
2029, not 2056 or 75 years out as the 
Greenspan Commission reported. 

What should we do? We should reduce 
benefits and increase taxes. But do you 
know what happens? The trust fund 
surpluses created by the tax increases 
are spent on other programs. The So-
cial Security taxes that we passed in 
1983 were formally declared as revenues 
for Social Security surpluses, a trust 
fund for the baby boomers in the next 
century. They were certainly not to be 
used for defense, or foreign aid, or 
housing, or any of these other endeav-
ors. But we are spending it for any and 
all purposes except Social Security. It 
is a dirty shame what is going on. You 
cannot get it reported. And the effect 
is on us immediately, not in the next 
century. The effect is this particular 
minute. We are running up these hor-
rendous deficits and debt to the tune 
now—as you can see from the table 
that I put in—of $1 billion a day in in-
terest costs. It was only about $1 bil-
lion a week when President Reagan 
came to town. He was going to balance 
the budget in 1 year. I can show you 

the talk. He came to town and he says, 
‘‘Oops. This is the way it works. I am 
going to balance it in 3 years.’’ He 
came in with ‘‘Reaganomics.’’ Brother, 
I can tell you the debt just went soar-
ing through the ceiling. We had 210 
years of history with the cost of all the 
wars, the Revolution, the War of 1812, 
the Civil War, the Spanish American 
War, the Mexican War, World War I, 
World War II, Korea, Vietnam—we had 
the cost of all the wars; we had 38 
Presidents, Republican and Democrat; 
and we never got to a $1 trillion debt. 
Yet, without the cost of a war in 15 
years, we now have $5.3 trillion in debt. 
That is the crowd around here talking 
about they are concerned about deficits 
and the next fellow is not. 

When the Greenspan commission 
made this recommendation I was on 
the Budget Committee. I cosponsored 
and worked in a bipartisan fashion on 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. Then I went 
to work on really stopping this debt 
from soaring that nobody knew was 
soaring because we were using billions 
from the Social Security trust fund. 
And it took me until 1990, Mr. Presi-
dent, to do just exactly that. And in 
July of 1990, as a member of the Budget 
Committee, I made the motion that we 
do as the Greenspan commission had 
recommended and put it off budget; 
build up an accounting surplus. And 
the vote was 20 to 1. 

I ask unanimous consent to include 
the vote in the RECORD at this par-
ticular point. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 

HOLLINGS MOTION TO REPORT THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY PRESERVATION ACT 

The Committee agreed to the Hollings mo-
tion to report the Social Security Preserva-
tion Act by a vote of 20 yeas to 1 nay. 

Yeas: Mr. Sasser, Mr. Hollings, Mr. John-
ston, Mr. Riegle, Mr. Exon, Mr. Lautenberg, 
Mr. Simon, Mr. Sanford, Mr. Wirth, Mr. 
Fowler, Mr. Conrad, Mr. Dodd, Mr. Robb, Mr. 
Domenici, Mr. Boschwitz, Mr. Symms, Mr. 
Grassley, Mr. Kasten, Mr. Nickles, and Mr. 
Bond. 

Nays: Mr. Gramm. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, there-

after we had a vote on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent to include 
in the RECORD that particular vote. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 283—OMNIBUS BUDGET 
RECONCILIATION 

(Social Security Trust Funds) 
YEAS (98): 
Democrats (55 or 100%): Adams, Akaka, 

Baucus, Bentsen, Biden, Bingaman, Boren, 
Bradley, Breaux, Bryan, Bumpers, Burdick, 
Byrd, Conrad, Cranston, Daschle, DeConcini, 
Dixon, Dodd, Exon, Ford, Fowler, Glenn, 
Gore, Graham, Harkin, Heflin, Hollings, 
Inouye, Johnston, Kennedy, Kerrey, Kerry, 
Kohl, Lautenberg, Leahy, Levin, Lieberman, 
Metzenbaum, Mikulski, Mitchell, Moynihan, 
Nunn, Pell, Pryor, Reid, Riegle, Robb, 
Rockefeller, Sanford, Sarbanes, Sasser, 
Shelby, Simon, and Wirth. 

Republicans (43 or 96%): Bond, Boschwitz, 
Burns, Chafee, Coats, Cochran, Cohen, 
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D’Amato, Danforth, Dole, Domenici, Duren-
berger, Garn, Gorton, Gramm, Grassley, 
Hatch, Hatfield, Heinz, Helms, Humphrey, 
Jeffords, Kassebaum, Kasten, Lott, Lugar, 
Mack, McCain, McClure, McConnell, Mur-
kowski, Nickles, Packwood, Pressler, Roth, 
Rudman, Simpson, Specter, Stevens, Symms, 
Thurmond, Warner, and Wilson. 

NAYS (2): 
Democrats (0 or 0%). 
Republicans (2 or 4%): Armstrong and Wal-

lop. 
NOT VOTING (0): 
Democrats (0). 
Republicans (0). 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 98 

Senators in the U.S. Senate agreed 
with me. I will tell you, Mr. President, 
it was really interesting because I have 
never seen such a thing occur. We all 
went home in those campaigns and we 
talked about how we had finally put it 
into law. It was on November 5, 1990, 
that George Herbert Walker Bush 
signed that into law. That is the for-
mal section of the Budget Act, section 
13301. It says, ‘‘Thou shalt not use So-
cial Security surpluses to obscure the 
size of the deficit.’’ We wanted to have 
truth in budgeting. When I say 98 Sen-
ators, I counted up about 33 that are 
still here in the U.S. Senate that were 
there in 1990 voting for this. 

Right to the point, here is the provi-
sion in the statute. It says: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the receipts and disbursements of the 
Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance 
trust fund shall not be counted as new budg-
et authority, or as outlays, or as receipts, or 
deficits, or surplus for the purpose of the 
budget of the U.S. Government as submitted 
by the President, or for the purposes of the 
congressional budget, or for the purposes of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act. 

When we passed that, the distin-
guished Senator—and there is no one I 
have greater respect for, and he is my 
friend, and I am his friend—came on 
the floor yesterday, the chairman, the 
Senator from New Mexico, Senator 
DOMENICI, and he came on the floor 
yesterday late in the evening, and it is 
one of the things that prompted my ap-
pearance here this afternoon. Let me 
quote from page S. 1294 of the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of February 12: 

Frankly, I want to make sure that every-
body knows that the best use of the word 
gimmick for anything going on on this floor 
has to do with the gimmick that some on 
that side of the aisle are using when they 
speak of taking Social Security off budget so 
you will assure Social Security’s solvency 
and the checks. That is a gimmick of the 
highest order. For you do that, and there is 
no assurance that Congress will not spend 
the trust funds surpluses for anything they 
want. It is no longer subject to any budget 
discipline. It is out there by itself. 

Senator DOMENICI is totally mis-
taken. 

Let me quote the real Senator 
DOMENICI. Here is the report, and I 
refer to the Social Security Preserva-
tion Act of July 10, 1990, and the addi-
tional views of Mr. DOMENICI. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tirety be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF MR. DOMENICI 

It is somewhat ironic that the first legisla-
tive mark-up in the 16 year history of the 
Senate Budget Committee produced a bill 
that does not do what its authors suggest 
and, more importantly, weakens the fiscal 
discipline inherent in the Gramm-Rudmann- 
Hollings budget law. 

I voted for Senator Hollings’ proposal be-
cause I support the concept of taking Social 
Security out of the budget deficit calcula-
tion. But I cast this vote with reservations. 

The best way to protect Social Security is 
to reduce the Federal budget deficit. We need 
to balance our non-Social Security budget so 
that the Social Security trust fund surpluses 
can be invested (by lowering our national 
debt) instead of used to pay for other Federal 
operating costs. We could move toward this 
goal without changing the unified budget, a 
concept which has served us well for over 
twenty years now. 

Changes in our accounting rules without 
real deficit reduction will not make Social 
Security more sound. In fact, we could make 
matters worse by opening up the trust funds 
to unrestrained spending. Under current law, 
the trust funds are protected by the budget 
process. Congress cannot spend the trust 
fund reserves without new spending cuts or 
revenue increases in the rest of the budget to 
meet Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit reduc-
tion requirements. If we take Social Secu-
rity out of GRH without any new protection 
for the trust funds, Congress could spend the 
reserves without facing new spending cuts or 
revenue increases in other programs. And if 
we spend the trust fund reserves today, we 
will threaten the solvency of the Social Se-
curity program, putting at risk the benefits 
we have promised to today’s workers. 

Of course, I also understand that we might 
be able to restore some public trust by tak-
ing Social Security out of the deficit cal-
culation. Trust that we in Congress are not 
‘‘masking the budget deficit’’ with Social Se-
curity. That is why I believe we should take 
Social Security out of the deficit, but only if 
we provide strong protection against spend-
ing the trust fund reserves. We need a 
‘‘firewell’’ around those trust funds to make 
sure the reserves are there to pay Social Se-
curity benefits in the next century. Without 
a ‘‘firewall’’ or the discipline of budget con-
straints, the trust funds would be unpro-
tected and could be spent on any number of 
costly programs. 

Unfortunately, the Hollings bill does not 
protect Social Security, which is why Sen-
ator Nickles and I offered our ‘‘firewall’’ 
amendment, defeated by a vote of 8 to 13. 
The amendment, drafted over the last six 
months by my self and Senators Heinz, Rud-
man, Gramm, and Deconcini, included: a 60 
vote point of order against legislation which 
would reduce the 75 year acturial balance of 
the Social Security trust funds; additional 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit reduction 
requirements in all years in which legisla-
tion lowered the Social Security surpluses; 
and notification to Social Security tax-
payers on the Personal Earnings and Benefit 
Estimate Statements (PEBES) each time 
Congress lowered the reserves available to 
pay benefits to future retirees. 

With just one exception, the others side of 
the aisle voted against this protection for 
Social Security beneficiaries. 

Furthermore, the Hollings bill says noth-
ing about how or when we will achieve bal-
ance in the non-Social Security budget. The 
bill simply takes Social Security out of the 
deficit calculation. If enacted, the Hollings 
bill would require $173 billion in deficit re-
duction in 1991 to meet the statutory GRH 
target (see attached table). Obviously, that 
is not going to happen. 

I believe we need to extend Gramm-Rud-
man—Hollings to ensure we have the dis-
cipline to achieve balance in the non-Social 
Security portion of the budget. The Budget 
Summit negotiators are discussing a goal of 
$450 to $500 billion in deficit reduction over 
the next five years. Once we reach an agree-
ment, that plan should be the framework for 
extending the GRH law. 

I offered a Sense of the Congress amend-
ment during the mark-up expressing this 
view. I offered this to put the Hollings bill in 
some context. 

But the Democratic members of the Com-
mittee refused to consider even an amend-
ment acknowledging the facts about our 
budget situation, rejecting my proposal by 
another 8 to 13 vote. In fact, the Chairman 
indicated that there was some concern on his 
side of the aisle about extending the Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings discipline. One might infer 
that, for some, this mark-up was really an 
effort to kill Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 

I am not sure what we accomplished in re-
porting out a bill with no protection for So-
cial Security and with no suggestion of what 
we think should happen regarding the deficit 
targets. I, for one, do not want to do any-
thing which could endanger Social Security 
or Gramm-Rudman-Hollings budget dis-
cipline. At a minimum, I will offer the ‘‘fire-
wall’’ amendment to protect Social Security 
should the reported bill be considered by the 
full Senate. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I quote: 
We need to balance our non Social Secu-

rity budget so that the Social Security trust 
funds surpluses can be invested by lowering 
our national debt instead of using it to pay 
for other Federal operating costs. If we take 
Social Security without any new protection 
for the trust funds, Congress could spend the 
reserves without facing new spending cuts or 
revenue increases in other programs, and, if 
we spend the trust fund reserves today, we 
will threaten the solvency of the Social Se-
curity program putting at risk the benefits 
we have promised to today’s workers. 

Then the Senator goes on to submit 
firewall protection. He said this par-
ticular statute is not enough. Here he 
is adamant about this statute, says it 
is necessary, says it has to be done so 
you can’t use the money for anything 
else. Yet he insists now using the 
money for anything else as just hunky- 
dory, and the law itself is a gimmick. 

Let me make sure so they don’t have 
to look it up, subtitle C, section 1301. 

I ask unanimous consent to include 
it in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXCERPT FROM PUBLIC LAW 101–508 

SUBTITLE C—SOCIAL SECURITY 

SEC. 13301. OFF-BUDGET STATUS OF OASDI 
TRUST FUNDS. 

(a) EXCLUSION OF SOCIAL SECURITY FROM 
ALL BUDGETS.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the receipts and disburse-
ments of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund shall not be 
counted as new budget authority, outlays, 
receipts, or deficit or surplus for purposes 
of— 

(1) the budget of the United States Govern-
ment as submitted by the President, 

(2) the congressional budget, or 
(3) the Balanced Budget and Emergency 

Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
(b) EXCLUSION OF SOCIAL SECURITY FROM 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET.—Section 301(a) of 
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the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘The concurrent resolution shall not include 
the outlays and revenue totals of the old age, 
survivors, and disability insurance program 
established under title II of the Social Secu-
rity Act or the related provisions of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 in the surplus or 
deficit totals required by this subsection or 
in any other surplus or deficit totals re-
quired by this title.’’. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, that 
is pretty serious business when the dis-
tinguished chairman of your own Budg-
et Committee, who is supposed to lead 
the discipline, leads the nondiscipline. 

I have laid it on the line. When you 
spend these moneys to obscure the size 
of the deficit, thereupon that discipline 
is broken because you are spending it. 
We have already spent about $570 bil-
lion, at this particular point, Mr. 
President, and by the year 2002 we will 
owe over $1 trillion. In any of these 
budgets that will be debated here this 
year, we will use over $1 trillion of So-
cial Security trust funds to balance the 
budget. 

(Mr. FRIST assumed the chair.) 
Mr. HOLLINGS. I stood here with the 

distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico, the chairman of our Budget Com-
mittee, 2 years ago and said if you can 
give me a balanced budget by the year 
2002, without increasing taxes, I will 
jump off the Capitol dome. 

Right to the point, we have tried our 
best, Senator DORGAN, myself and oth-
ers—there are five of us—and I ask 
unanimous consent to include in the 
RECORD a letter dated March 1, 1995, 
where five of us said just reiterate the 
law rather than repeal the law. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 1, 1995. 

Hon. ROBERT J. DOLE, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. LEADER: We have received from 
Senator Domenici’s office a proposal to ad-
dress our concerns about using the Social Se-
curity trust funds to balance the Federal 
budget. We have reviewed this proposal, and 
after consultations with legal counsel, be-
lieve that this statutory approach does not 
adequately protect Social Security. Specifi-
cally, Constitutional experts from the Con-
gressional Research Service advise us that 
the Constitutional language of the amend-
ment will supersede any statutory con-
straint. 

We want you to know that all of us have 
voted for, and are prepared to vote for again, 
a balanced budget amendment. In that spirit, 
we have attached a version of the balanced 
budget amendment that we believe can re-
solve the impasse over the Social Security 
issue. 

To us, the fundamental question is wheth-
er the Federal Government will be able to 
raid the Social Security trust funds. Our pro-
posal modifies those put forth by Senators 
Reid and Feinstein to address objections 
raised by some Members of the Majority. 
Specifically, our proposal prevents the So-
cial Security trust funds from being used for 
deficit reduction, while still allowing Con-
gress to make any warranted changes to pro-
tect the solvency of the funds. The prior lan-
guage of the Reid and Feinstein amendments 

was not explicit that adjustments could be 
made to ensure the soundness of the trust 
funds. 

If the Majority Party can support this so-
lution, then we are confident that the Senate 
can pass the balanced budget amendment 
with more than 70 votes. If not, then we see 
no reason to delay further the vote on final 
passage of the amendment. 

Sincerely, 
BYRON L. DORGAN, 
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
WENDELL H. FORD, 
HARRY M. REID, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is why I ask 
unanimous consent also in addition to 
the letter that we include Senate Joint 
Resolution 1. 

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 1 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein), That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution, which shall be valid to all intents 
and purposes as part of the Constitution 
when ratified by the legislatures of three- 
fourths of the several States within seven 
years after the date of its submission to the 
States for ratification: 

‘‘ARTICLE — 
‘‘SECTION 1. Total outlays for any fiscal 

year shall not exceed total receipts for that 
fiscal year, unless three-fifths of the whole 
number of each House of Congress shall pro-
vide by law for a specific excess of outlays 
over receipts by a rollcall vote. 

‘‘SECTION 2. The limit on the debt of the 
United States held by the public shall not be 
increased, unless three-fifths of the whole 
number of each House shall provide by law 
for such an increase by a rollcall vote. 

‘‘SECTION 3. Prior to each fiscal year, the 
President shall transmit to the Congress a 
proposed budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for that fiscal year, in which total 
outlays do not exceed total receipts. 

‘‘SECTION 4. No bill to increase revenue 
shall become law unless approved by a ma-
jority of the whole number of each House by 
a rollcall vote. 

‘‘SECTION 5. The Congress may waive the 
provisions of this article for any fiscal year 
in which a declaration of war is in effect. 
The provisions of this article may be waived 
for any fiscal year in which the United 
States is engaged in military conflict which 
causes an imminent and serious military 
threat to national security and is so declared 
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority 
of the whole number of each House, which 
becomes law. 

‘‘SECTION 6. The Congress shall enforce and 
implement this article by appropriate legis-
lation, which may rely on estimates of out-
lays and receipts. 

‘‘SECTION 7. Total receipts shall include all 
receipts of the United States Government ex-
cept those derived from borrowing. Total 
outlays shall include all outlays of the 
United States Government except for those 
for repayment of debt principal. 

‘‘SECTION 8. This article shall take effect 
beginning with fiscal year 2002 or with the 
second fiscal year beginning after its ratifi-
cation, whichever is later.’’. 

Mr. President, it is impossible for 
they on the other side of the aisle, or 
anybody else, to provide a budget that 
would be balanced in the year 2002 
without increasing taxes. That is not a 

daring statement to make because all 
you have to look at is the chart that I 
included, and you see the gross interest 
cost for the fiscal year in 1997, the year 
we are in, is estimated to be at $360 bil-
lion. That is $1 billion a day. No one 
has in mind over that 5-year period of 
cutting $360 billion. Nor do I rec-
ommend, necessarily, that you cut that 
amount, but it is going to have to be a 
combination of cuts, freezes, and in-
creased taxes if we are to reach the bal-
anced budget—and perhaps foregoing 
some new programs. 

When they all talk about these tax 
cuts that they have in mind for fami-
lies here and families there and stu-
dents here and everything else, there 
are no taxes to cut. We are operating 
and have been operating in deficit 
mode in such a disastrous fashion, as in 
a downward spiral. The spending is on 
automatic pilot that must occur for in-
terest costs on the national debt faster 
than we can possibly raise any reve-
nues or cut any spending. That ought 
to be clearly understood. 

The best way to raise taxes is to con-
tinue on this course because you con-
tinue to raise interest costs. When you 
raise the debt, you raise the interest 
costs, which is added, of course, to the 
debt, which increases the debt, which 
increases the interest costs that must 
be paid just like taxes. 

So the surreptitious way in order to 
raise taxes is to continue on this par-
ticular path. That is why I have called 
for truth in budgeting so that everyone 
would understand that it is not a gim-
mick when we come up here and talk 
about the 1990 law. There is no crimi-
nal penalty for violating it, but maybe 
we will have to get some court injunc-
tions or something of that kind to fore-
go this reporting of a unified budget for 
the simple reason that there is no basis 
in law for that. There is only the basis 
in law that we must report the deficit 
without the use of Social Security 
trust funds in order to show the true 
deficit. Now, that is the law today, but 
they continue to call it a gimmick. 

Now, what happens here in Senate 
Joint Resolution 1, if you see section 7, 
Mr. President, it says, ‘‘Total receipts 
shall include all receipts of the U.S. 
Government except those derived from 
borrowing. Total outlays shall include 
all outlays of the United States Gov-
ernment except those for the repay-
ment of debt principal.’’ 

That particular section 7 thereby re-
peals section 13301, the Social Security 
protection. The trust fund is imme-
diately made a slush fund constitu-
tionally. And then, Mr. President, the 
way the particular Senate Joint Reso-
lution 1 reads in section 1, ‘‘Total out-
lays for any fiscal year shall not exceed 
total receipts for that fiscal year.’’ 

Now, Mr. President, that being the 
case, you have to get a three-fifths 
vote to succeed. If total outlays shall 
not exceed total receipts, you cannot 
use the Social Security trust fund sur-
pluses. You can get what you would or-
dinarily call a balanced budget, but 
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you have to either cut spending or in-
crease taxes in order to pay the Social 
Security recipients. You can’t use the 
surplus. 

Now, that is pointed out, Mr. Presi-
dent, in a very dramatic fashion, by 
the Center on Budget and Policy Prior-
ities back in January, which I included 
in the RECORD at that particular time. 
Let me read this paragraph. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
port be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT AND 
SOCIAL SECURITY 

In recent years, Congress has considered 
two versions of the balanced budget amend-
ment. The version supported by the Repub-
lican Congressional leadership (herein 
termed the ‘‘Leadership version’’) requires 
the ‘‘unified budget’’ to be balanced each 
year, including Social Security. The other 
version, which Senators Wyden, Feinstein, 
Dorgan and others introduced in the last 
Congress, requires the budget exclusive of 
Social Security to be in balance. 

The version that includes Social Security 
in the unified budget poses serious dangers 
for the Social Security system. It also is in-
equitable to younger generations, as it would 
likely cause those who are children today to 
be saddled with too heavy a tax load when 
they reach their peak earnings years. The 
Wyden/Feinstein version does not pose those 
problems. 

BACKGROUND 
In coming decades, Social Security faces a 

demographic bulge. The baby boomers are so 
numerous that when they retire, the ratio of 
workers of retirees will fall to a low level. 

This poses a problem because Social Secu-
rity has traditionally operated on a ‘‘pay-as- 
you-go’’ basis. The payroll taxes contributed 
by today’s workers finance the benefits of to-
day’s retirees. Because there will be so many 
retirees when the baby boomers grow old, 
however, it will be difficult for workers of 
that period to carry the load without large 
increases in payroll taxes. 

The acclaimed 1983 bipartisan Social Secu-
rity commission headed by Alan Greenspan 
recognized this problem. It moved Social Se-
curity from a pure ‘‘pay-as-you-go’’ system 
to one under which the baby boomers would 
contribute more toward their own retire-
ment. As a result, the Social Security sys-
tem is now building up surpluses. By 2019, 
these surpluses will equal $3 trillion. After 
that, as the bulk of the baby boom genera-
tion moves into retirement, the system will 
draw down the surpluses. This is akin to 
what families do in saving for retirement 
during their working years and drawing 
down their savings when they retire. 

This approach has important merits. It 
promotes generational equity by keeping the 
burden on younger generations from becom-
ing too high. In addition, if the Social Secu-
rity surpluses were to be used in the next 
two decades to increase national saving rath-
er than to offset the deficit in the rest of the 
budget, that would likely result in stronger 
economic growth, which in turn would better 
enable the country to afford to support the 
baby boomers when they reach their twilight 
years. 

To pursue this approach, the tasks ahead 
are to reduce significantly or eliminate the 
deficit in the non-Social Security budget so 
that the surpluses in the Social Security 
trust funds contribute in whole or large part 
to national saving, and to institute further 
reforms in Social Security to restore long- 

term actuarial balance to the Social Secu-
rity system. Restoring long-term balance 
will almost certainly entail a combination of 
building the surpluses to somewhat higher 
levels and reducing somewhat the benefits 
paid out when the boomers retire. 

THE LEADERSHIP BBA AND SOCIAL SECURITY 
Unfortunately, the balanced budget 

amendment pushed by the Leadership would 
undermine this approach to protecting So-
cial Security and promoting generational eq-
uity. Under this version of the BBA, total 
government expenditures in any year—in-
cluding expenditures for Social Security ben-
efits—could not exceed total revenues col-
lected in the same year. The implications of 
this requirement for Social Security are pro-
found. It would mean that the Social Secu-
rity surpluses could not be used to cover the 
benefit costs of the baby boom generation 
when it retires. The benefits for the baby 
boom generation would instead have to be fi-
nanced in full by the taxes of those working 
in those years. The Leadership version thus 
would eviscerate the central achievement of 
the Greenspan commission. 

The reason the Leadership version would 
have this effect is that even though the So-
cial Security trust funds would have been ac-
cumulating large balances, drawing down 
those balances when the baby boomers retire 
would mean that the trust funds were spend-
ing more in benefits in those years than they 
were taking in in taxes. Under the Leader-
ship version, that would result in impermis-
sible deficit spending. 

By precluding use of the Social Security 
surpluses in the manner that the 1983 legisla-
tion intended, the Leadership version would 
be virtually certain to precipitate a massive 
crisis in Social Security about 20 years from 
now, even if legislation had been passed in 
the meantime putting Social Security in 
long-term actuarial balance. Since the $3 
trillion surplus could not be used to help pay 
the benefits of the baby boom generation, 
the nation would face an excruciating choice 
between much deeper cuts in Social Security 
benefits than were needed to make Social 
Security solvent and much larger increases 
in payroll taxes than would otherwise be re-
quired. The third and only other allowable 
alternative would be to finance Social Secu-
rity deficits in those years not by drawing 
down the Social Security surplus but instead 
by slashing the rest of government so se-
verely that it failed to provide adequately 
for basic services, potentially including the 
national defense. 

Given the numbers of baby boomers who 
will be retired or on the verge of retirement 
in those years, deep cuts in Social Security 
benefits are not likely at that time. Thus, 
under the leadership BBA, it is almost inevi-
table that younger generations will face a 
combination of sharp payroll tax increases 
and deep reductions in basic government 
services. 

For these reasons, the Leadership BBA is 
highly inequitable to younger generations. 
Aggravating this problem, the Leadership 
version would undermine efforts to pass So-
cial Security reforms in the near future. 
Why should Congress and the President both-
er to make hard choices now in Social Secu-
rity that would build the surpluses to more 
ample levels if these surpluses can’t be used 
when the boomers retire? Under the leader-
ship BBA, there is no longer any reason to 
act now rather than to let Social Security’s 
financing problems fester. 
LEADERSHIP BBA ALSO POSES OTHER PROBLEMS 

FOR SOCIAL SECURITY 
Under the Leadership version, reductions 

in Social Security could be used to help Con-
gress and the President balance the budget 
when they faced a budget crunch. This could 

lead to too little being done to reduce or 
eliminate deficits in the non-Social Security 
part of the budget and unnecessary benefit 
cutbacks in Social Security. 

At first blush, that may sound implausible 
politically. But the balanced budget amend-
ment is likely to lead to periodic mid-year 
crises, when budgets thought to be balanced 
at the start of a fiscal year fall out of bal-
ance during the year, as a result of factors 
such as slower-than-expected economic 
growth. When sizable deficits emerge with 
only part of the year remaining, they will 
often be very difficult to address. Congress 
and the President may be unable to agree on 
a package of budget cuts of the magnitude 
needed to restore balance in the remaining 
months of the year. Congress also may be 
unable to amass three-fifths majorities in 
both chambers to raise the debt limit and 
allow a deficit. 

In such circumstances, the President or 
possibly the courts may feel compelled to 
act to uphold the Constitutional require-
ment for budget balance. In documents cir-
culated in November 1996 explaining how the 
amendment would work, the House co-au-
thors of the amendment—Reps. Dan Schaefer 
and Charles Stenholm—write that in such 
circumstances, ‘‘The President would be 
bound, at the point at which the ‘Govern-
ment runs out of money’ to stop issuing 
checks.’’ This would place Social Security 
benefits at risk. 

THE WYDEN/FEINSTEIN APPROACH 
The Wyden/Feinstein approach resolves the 

problems the Leadership version creates in 
the Social Security area. It reinforces the 
1983 Social Security legislation rather than 
undermining that legislation. It does so both 
by requiring that the surpluses in the Social 
Security system contribute to national sav-
ing rather than be used to finance deficits in 
the rest of the budget and by enabling the 
surpluses to be drawn down when the baby 
boomers retire. 

The Wyden/Feinstein amendment thus im-
proves intergenerational equity rather than 
undermining it. It ensures the surpluses will 
be intact when they are needed, rather than 
lent to the government for other purposes in 
the interim. 

The amendment also ensures that Social 
Security benefits will not be cut—and Social 
Security checks not placed in jeopardy—if 
the balanced budget amendment leads to fu-
ture budget crises and showdowns. However 
those crises would be resolved, Social Secu-
rity would not be involved, because cuts in 
Social Security would not count toward 
achieving budget balance. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Quoting on page 2: 
Under this version of the balanced budget 

amendment, total Government expenditures 
in any year, including expenditures for So-
cial Security benefits, could not exceed total 
revenues collected in the same year. The im-
plications of this requirement for Social Se-
curity are profound. It would mean that So-
cial Security surpluses could not be used to 
cover the benefit costs of the baby-boom gen-
eration when it retires. The benefits for the 
baby-boom generation would, instead, have 
to be financed in full by the taxes of those 
working in those years. 

Continuing to quote: 
The leadership version, thus, would evis-

cerate the central achievement of the Green-
span Commission. 

Mr. President, that is followed up, fi-
nally, here, of course, with the Con-
gressional Research Service, which on 
February 5, came out with a report 
from the American Law Division. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
CRS report be printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
Washington, DC, February 12, 1997. 

To: lllllll. 
From: American Law Division. 
Subject: Treatment of Outlays from Social 

Security Surpluses under BBA. 
This memorandum is in response to your 

inquiry with respect to the affect on the So-
cial Security Trust Funds of the pending 
Balanced Budget Amendment (BBA). Under 
S.J. Res. 1 as it is now before the Senate, § 1 
would mandate that ‘‘[t]otal outlays for any 
fiscal year shall not exceed total receipts for 
that fiscal year . . . .’’ Outlays and receipts 
are defined in § 7 as practically all inclusive, 
with two exceptions that are irrelevant here. 

At some point, the receipts into the Social 
Security Trust Funds will not balance the 
outlays from those Funds. Under present 
law, then, the surpluses being built up in the 
Funds, at least as an accounting practice, 
will be utilized to pay benefits to the extent 
receipts for each year do not equal the out-
lays in that year. Simply stated, the federal 
securities held by the Trust Funds will be 
drawn down to cover the Social Security def-
icit in that year, and the Treasury will have 
to make good on those securities with what-
ever moneys it has available. 

However, § 1 of the pending BBA requires 
that total outlays for any fiscal year not ex-
ceed total receipts for that fiscal year. Thus, 
the amount drawn from the Social Security 
Trust Funds could not be counted in the cal-
culation of the balance between total federal 
outlays and receipts. We are not concluding 
that the Trust Funds surpluses could not be 
drawn down to pay beneficiaries. The BBA 
would not require that result. What it would 
mandate is that, inasmuch as the United 
States has a unified budget, other receipts 
into the Treasury would have to be counted 
to balance the outlays from the Trust Funds 
and those receipts would not be otherwise 
available to the Government for that year. 
Only if no other receipts in any particular 
year could be found would the possibility of 
a limitation on drawing down the Trust 
Funds arise. Even in this eventuality, how-
ever, Congress would retain authority under 
the BBA to raise revenues or to reduce ex-
penditures to obtain the necessary moneys 
to make good on the liquidation of securities 
from the Social Security Trust Funds. 

JOHNNY H. KILLIAN, 
Senior Specialist, 

American Constitutional Law. 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 

Washington, DC, February 5, 1997. 
To: Honorable Thomas A. Daschle, Atten-

tion: Jonathan Adelstein. 
From: American Law Division. 
Subject: Treatment of Outlays form Social 

Security Surpluses under Balanced Budg-
et Amendment. 

This memorandum is in response to your 
inquiry for an evaluation of an argument 
made in connection with interpretation of 
the proposed Balanced Budget Amendment 
(BBA), now pending in the Senate as S.J. 
Res. 1. Briefly stated, the contention is that 
the terms of the proposal, if proposed and 
ratified, would preclude, at a future time 
when Social Security outlays in a particular 
year begin to exceed Social Security receipts 
in that particular year, the use of surpluses 
built up in the Social Security trust funds to 
pay out benefits. 

At the present time, surpluses are being 
accumulated in the Social Security trusts 
funds, at least as an accounting practice, as 

a result of changes made in 1983. It is ex-
pected that when the receipts into the funds 
fall below the amount being paid out that 
moneys from the surpluses will be used to 
make up the differences. 

The BBA would have its impact on this 
legislated plan because under § 1 of the pro-
posal ‘‘[t]otal outlays for any fiscal year 
shall not exceed total receipts for that fiscal 
year, . . . .’’ Under § 7 of the BBA, the two 
terms are defined thusly: ‘‘Total receipts 
shall include all receipts of the United 
States Government except those derived 
from borrowing. Total outlays shall include 
all outlays of the United States Government 
except for those for repayment of debt prin-
cipal.’’ 

Therefore, under the BBA’s language, there 
is mandated a balance in each year of the 
outlays that year and the receipts that year. 
Payments out of the balances of the Social 
Security trust funds would not be counted as 
Government receipts under the BBA, when in 
the year 2019, or whenever the time occurs, 
the receipts in those particular years into 
the Social Security funds are not adequate 
to cover he outlays in those years. That is, 
payments out of the trust fund surpluses 
could not be counted in the calculation of 
the balance between total federal outlays 
and receipts. Because the BBA requires that 
the required balance be between outlays for 
that year and receipts for that year, the 
moneys that constitute the Social Security 
surpluses would not be available as a balance 
for the payments of benefits. 

Now, of course, this does not mean that So-
cial Security benefits could not be paid. If 
the rest of the receipts into the Treasury for 
a particular year exceed outlays, this 
amount could be used to offset the Social Se-
curity deficit. And, again of course, tax or 
expenditure provisions, or both, could be al-
tered to create a new balance. 

JOHNNY H. KILLIAN, 
Senior Specialist, 

American Constitutional Law. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I quote from this: 
Because a balanced budget amendment re-

quires that the required balance be between 
outlays for that year and receipts for that 
year, the moneys that constitute the Social 
Security surpluses would not be available as 
a balance for the payment of the benefits. 

Now, Mr. President, we are talking 
about serious matters—the American 
Law Division, the priorities on budg-
ets. You have a very serious matter 
which has been called by the chairman 
of the Budget Committee a ‘‘gim-
mick.’’ 

I ask unanimous consent that at this 
particular time the letter of the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico, 
dated January 13, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, January 13, 1997. 

DEAR REPUBLICAN COLLEAGUE: We are like-
ly to debate early in the 105th Congress the 
Constitutional amendment to require a bal-
anced federal budget. When that debate be-
gins, some Senators will push to remove So-
cial Security from the balanced budget re-
quirement. 

I have always believed this effort to ex-
empt Social Security from the Constitu-
tional amendment was more of a diversion 
than anything else. It is raised to confuse 
the debate and provide a rationale for some 
to oppose the effort. 

Nonetheless, in preparation for debate in 
the Senate, I thought it was important to re-
view with you the consequences of such a 
proposal so that we can all effectively debate 
it using facts. 

One of the arguments made by those who 
push for excluding Social Security from the 
balanced budget amendment is that exclud-
ing Social Security will force us to ‘‘save’’ 
the Social Security surpluses and therefore 
enhance fiscal responsibility. 

This is only a very small part of the story. 
It is true that Social Security is currently 

running surpluses, and these surpluses offset 
deficit spending in the rest of the budget. If 
the balanced budget requirement excludes 
Social Security, we would be required by the 
Constitution to achieve balance in the ‘‘on- 
budget’’ portion of the federal government— 
which is everything except Social Security. 
The total or unified budget—which is the 
sum of the ‘‘on-budget’’ programs and Social 
Security—would therefore be in surpluses in 
amounts equal to the Social Security sur-
pluses. Between 2002 and 2018, these surpluses 
would total $1.2 trillion in 1996 dollars. 

It should go without saying that, when we 
are amending the Constitution—now into its 
third century—we should take the long view. 
And in the long run, these near term Social 
security surpluses will be overwhelmed by 
massive, long-term Social Security deficits. 

These deficits are projected to total $9.3 
trillion in 1996 dollars between 2019 and 2050, 
with a deficit of about $630 billion in 2050 
alone, again in constant 1996 dollars. 

If it is true that excluding Social Security 
from the balanced budget amendment would 
force us to ‘‘save’’ the short-term surpluses, 
it is equally true that excluding Social Secu-
rity would allow us to run massive budget 
deficits equal to the deficits that are pro-
jected to occur in the Social Security trust 
funds beginning in 2019. 

These deficits would be real deficits—just 
like the deficits we are experiencing today. 
And they would have the same negative eco-
nomic consequences: lower national savings, 
higher interests rates, lower investment and 
productivity, and sluggish growth. The only 
difference is that these deficits would be 
much larger than anything we have ever ex-
perienced, and therefore the consequences 
would be much worse. 

Ironically, these massive and unprece-
dented deficits would be specifically sanc-
tioned by an amendment to the Constitution 
calling for ‘‘balanced budgets’’ excluding So-
cial Security. Congress could continue to 
pass so-called ‘‘balanced budgets’’ while run-
ning up massive new debt which would tre-
mendously burden our economy. 

The attachment chart shows graphically 
what I have just described. ‘‘On-budget’’ 
would show a zero deficit throughout the 
time period, as required by the Constitution. 
The total budget which includes Social Secu-
rity would show surpluses for two decades or 
so followed by massive and unprecedented 
deficits. 

It should be obvious from this analysis 
that, contrary to assertions by some who 
want to exclude Social Security, such a 
move will weaken fiscal responsibility, not 
strengthen it. 

Sincerely, 
PETE V. DOMENICI. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I read 
on the first page of that letter the last 
line: 

It is equally true that excluding Social Se-
curity would allow us to run massive budget 
deficits equal to the deficits that are pro-
jected to occur in the Social Security trust 
funds beginning in 2019. These deficits would 
be real deficits. 
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That is what I am talking about, real 

deficits, not gimmicks. When you bor-
row from one to minimize the size of 
the other; namely, the deficit itself, 
then you really mislead the real def-
icit; you misreport it. Again, on yester-
day, the distinguished leader for the 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], said on 
page S1336: 

The 1990 Budget Act basically stated in one 
section to take Social Security out of budg-
et. It said in another section to leave it in. 

That is not the case. Only one law 
passed in 1990. It is not a different sec-
tion. He said: 

This is confusing: 

Well, the statement made by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah is what 
is confusing. 

But both Congress and the President have 
construed the Budget Act of 1990 to allow So-
cial Security to be included within the uni-
tary budget. 

How? This is in violation of the 1990 
law. If we had an enterprising free 
press, a media who would go for truth 
in budgeting so that the public would 
be properly and accurately informed, 
the Members themselves would begin 
to command discipline rather than bro-
ken discipline when deficits are 
misreported. Mr. President, you can 
see what we really have here. 

Now, they come, of course, and say 
that what really has occurred is that 
this is a vote for the senior citizens. 
Not at all. I readily acknowledge that 
Social Security is the senior citizens’ 
program and they are vitally inter-
ested in it. But between Medicare and 
Social Security, the present-day recipi-
ents have yet to be heard from. I 
haven’t heard from them. I have asked 
why not. Of course, the obvious reason, 
Mr. President, is they are going to get 
their money. They know they are going 
to be paid right now. So they are put-
ting all their efforts on saving Medi-
care and health costs and could care 
less about the baby-boom generation. 
In contrast, the baby-boom generation 
are being told they are not going to get 
it, so why should they show any kind of 
interest in the thing that they say is 
not going to be there for them anyway? 

And the politicians sometimes say: 
Why should we concern ourselves about 
the baby-boom generation? Why should 
we not look to the next election rather 
than the next generation? Of course, 
that occurs. They look just to the next 
election. 

This particular initiative—the 
amendment that will be presented by 
the distinguished Senator from Ne-
vada, Senator REID—is not a gimmick. 
It is based in law. It is one worked on 
by the Senator from Utah, who voted 
for it, the Senator from New Mexico, 
who voted for it and said it has serious 
purpose. He did not call it a gimmick 
in 1990. We thought we had it all down 
and understood. But that’s what hap-
pens when they go out to Andrews Air 
Force Base. They went out there in 1990 
and they repealed the targets of 

Gramm–Rudman-Hollings. So often, 
having been a principal cosponsor, I am 
asked, ‘‘Senator, what about Gramm– 
Rudman-Hollings?’’ Oh, no, Gramm– 
Rudman-Hollings was working. We had 
an automatic cut across the board, and 
they eliminated it. I made the point of 
order at 1:15 in the morning on October 
21, 1990, that is exactly what they were 
doing. They voted that point of order 
down. So don’t come to me and say 
Gramm–Rudman-Hollings didn’t work. 
It worked and would have continued to 
work had they not repealed it in 1990. 

My final statement is to the effect 
that the distinguished President of the 
United States, for 10 years prior to his 
arrival here for his first term in 1993, 
spent 10 years balancing budgets down 
in Arkansas. He is the only President 
since Lyndon Baines Johnson balanced 
this budget in 1968 and 1969 to reduce 
the deficit 4 consecutive years. Presi-
dent Clinton is the only President who 
has come to Washington and lowered 
the deficit. Listen to that statement. 

He has lowered it each year and 
every year. Yet, there is a crowd here 
on the Senate floor which keeps run-
ning around in a circle like the Presi-
dent is a tax-and-spend liberal Demo-
crat when they are the ones that tri-
pled—excuse me, quadrupled—excuse 
me, quintupled the Federal debt. Five 
times $1 trillion is $5 trillion. It was 
less than $1 trillion when Ronald 
Reagan came to town. Now it is $5.3 
trillion. They are the ones, not Presi-
dent Clinton, that ran up this horren-
dous debt that is causing us to spend $1 
billion a day in interest costs which in-
creases taxes $1 billion a day. Because 
you add it to the debt, you have to pay 
for it, and it is a subtle way of increas-
ing taxes. And running around fussing 
at the President saying, ‘‘Where is his 
balanced budget? And he has not bal-
anced it.’’ Where is their budget? I am 
looking for one. I am on the Budget 
Committee. I attend meetings. I look 
around. They don’t have a budget. 

It is wheeling and dealing, and all 
these other things going on. If that is 
what we are going to have, let us get 
rid of the Budget Committee so we can 
put our effort and time somewhere 
else. But that is the gamesmanship 
that is being played. They don’t want 
to put up a budget because they know 
that budget will show massive tax cuts 
in that 5-year period being offset by 
cuts in Medicare. And on up and up and 
away the deficit goes. 

So I think the gamesmanship as we 
go on our break here in February ought 
to conclude. Let us get their budget. 
Let us compare the two budgets like 
we do in the regular sense of the word, 
reconcile the differences, and go for-
ward with the work of the American 
people. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota. 

I yield the floor. 
I yield back the remainder of my 

time. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would 

like to take this time to briefly re-

spond to Senator HOLLINGS concerning 
his remarks claiming that passage and 
ratification of the balanced budget 
amendment would harm the Social Se-
curity Program. As did Senators DOR-
GAN, REID, and CONRAD at a press con-
ference held yesterday, Senator HOL-
LINGS claimed that a one-page memo-
randum, dated February 5, 1997, from 
the Congressional Research Service— 
which was inaccurately termed a 
‘‘study’’—was characterized as proof 
that passage and ratification of the 
balanced budget amendment will harm 
Social Security. This is alleged to be 
true because the balanced budget 
amendment would not allow the 
present day surplus to be used in the 
future when the program goes into the 
red to pay benefits. The problem is 
that the CRS memorandum did not 
conclude that at all. 

All the CRS memorandum concluded 
was that Social Security existing sur-
pluses after 2019—the year the program 
no longer produces surpluses because of 
the retirement of the baby boomers— 
could not be used to fund the program 
unless benefit expenditures were offset 
by revenue or budget cuts. Of course 
this is technically true. That’s what a 
balanced budget does. It balances out-
lays and receipts in a given year, and 
expenditure of any part of the budget is 
an outlay. Despite what Senator HOL-
LINGS alleges today, and Senators CON-
RAD, DORGAN, and REID claimed yester-
day at their press conference, under 
current law, assets of the Federal 
Treasury could be drawn upon to en-
sure payments to beneficiaries today 
and when the system starts running 
annual deficits. 

To clear-up the confusion that the 
Conrad-Dorgan-Reid press conference 
created about the February 5 CRS 
memorandum, which Senator HOLLINGS 
has apparently bought into, CRS pro-
duced another memorandum at Sen-
ator DOMENICI’s request. I want to 
thank Senator DOMENICI for requesting 
this new CRS memorandum—dated 
February 12, 1997. This memorandum 
clearly states—and I quote—‘‘We [that 
is CRS] are not concluding that the 
trust fund surpluses could not be drawn 
down to pay beneficiaries. The bal-
anced budget amendment would not re-
quire that result.’’ 

Senator HOLLINGS and the other crit-
ics of the balanced budget fail to men-
tion a few things. They fail to mention 
that CRS in the memorandum also con-
cluded that the present day surpluses 
are merely ‘‘an accounting practice.’’ 
Past CRS studies clearly demonstrate 
that the Social Security trust funds 
are indeed an accounting measure. 
There is no separate Federal vault 
where Social Security receipts are 
stored. There exists no separate Social 
Security trust fund separate from the 
budget. Social Security taxes—called 
FICA taxes—are simply deposited with 
all other Federal revenues. The moneys 
attributed to Social Security are 
tracked as bookkeeping entries so that 
we can determine how well the pro-
gram operates. As soon as the amounts 
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attributed to FICA taxes are entered 
on the books, Federal interest bearing 
bonds are electronically entered as 
being purchased. This is the safest in-
vestment that exists. 

This country has a unified budget. 
This means that the proceeds from So-
cial Security Taxes are part of the 
Treasury—of general revenue. CRS has 
recognized this. Moreover, I might add, 
without including the present day sur-
pluses, the budget cannot be balanced. 
That is why President Clinton has in-
cluded the Social Security funds in 
every one of his budgets. Did Senators 
HOLLINGS, CONRAD, DORGAN, and REID 
oppose this? 

Senator HOLLINGS also denies that we 
have a unitary budget. He says that the 
1990 Budget Enforcement Act [BEA] 
placed Social Security off-budget. 
That, in fact, we have two budgets— 
one for Social Security and one for the 
rest of the Nation. Let me expand on 
the remarks I made yesterday con-
cerning the 1990 Budget Enforcement 
Act and explain why Senator HOLLINGS 
position is false. Under section 13301(a) 
of the act, the receipts and outlays of 
the Social Security trust funds are in-
deed not counted in both the President 
and Congress’ budgets. So it is off- 
budget, but for only certain specific 
reasons. The primary purpose for this 
exclusion was to exempt Social Secu-
rity from sequestration by the Presi-
dent under the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings procedures and from the act’s 
pay-as-you-go requirement. In addi-
tion, as added protections, sections 
13302 and 13303 of the BEA also created 
firewall point-of-order protections for 
the Social Security trust funds in both 
the House and Senate. Nevertheless, 
this does not preclude both Congress 
and the President from formulating a 
unitary budget—that includes Social 
Security trust funds—for national fis-
cal purposes. 

Look, I recognize that Social Secu-
rity is in danger. But the problem is 
not the inclusion Social Security funds 
in the budget. The problem is that with 
the retirement of baby boomers, there 
will not be enough FICA taxes to fund 
their retirement. CRS, in an other 
study, concluded that the present day 
surpluses would not be sufficient to re-
solve this problem. These Senators 
never mention that. CRS also con-
cluded that the Social Security Pro-
gram needs to be fixed. 

Indeed, not including Social Security 
in the budget would harm the program. 
Congress would rename social pro-
grams—as they have done before—as 
Social Security and use the FICA taxes 
to fund these programs. Then you’ll 
really see the program raided. 

My colleagues problem—in reality— 
is not with the balanced budget amend-
ment, but with the problems the Social 
Security Program faces. We need to fix 
that and adopting the balanced budget 
amendment is a good start. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER [Mr. 

COATS]. The Senator from South Caro-

lina will be advised that the time for 
morning business has expired. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. No; I was told other-
wise. When he took the 8 minutes, I 
was told that the Chair had given me 
past 3. It was from 2:30 to 3:15, 45 min-
utes. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield to 
allow me to address it? If I could get 
him to allow me to get consent with re-
gard to the milk resolution, I would 
like to ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the resolution of this issue, the 
Senator from South Carolina resume 
his discussion at that time. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right. 
Mr. LOTT. So I propound that unani-

mous-consent request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent 

that the Senate now proceed to the 
consideration of a Senate resolution 
submitted by Senator SPECTER regard-
ing milk prices. I further ask consent 
there be 15 minutes for debate divided 
as follows, Senator SPECTER allocated 5 
minutes, Senator KOHL allotted 5 min-
utes, and Senator FEINGOLD 5 minutes. 
I ask that following the expiration or 
yielding back of that time the Senate 
proceed to vote on adoption of the reso-
lution all without further action or de-
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Pro forma, and I shall 
not, we have colleagues about to catch 
the plane so I would ask, if the distin-
guished majority leader considers it 
appropriate, to vote and argue imme-
diately after the vote or immediately 
following Senator HOLLINGS’ reserved 
time. 

Mr. LOTT. I think in order to do that 
we need to get Senator KOHL to agree 
and he is literally on his way, so we 
cannot actually reach him. If we go 
ahead and get started, we can have de-
bate time and have a vote and accom-
modate Members who have commit-
ments, if the Senator would allow us. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
would be glad to follow the suggestion 
of the distinguished majority leader, 
and I shall begin to speak to the issue 
for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. I would ask for that 
expedited schedule, if our colleague 
will yield. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. All right. 
Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor. 

f 

ADDRESSING THE DECLINE IN 
MILK PRICES 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I send 
a substitute or amended resolution to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the resolution by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 55) expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding the need to ad-
dress immediately the decline in milk prices. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this 
resolution is being submitted on behalf 
of Senators SANTORUM, FEINGOLD, 
KOHL, JEFFORDS, LEAHY, WELLSTONE, 
SNOWE, and COLLINS. 

It follows activity which Senator 
SANTORUM and I had undertaken in our 
State where the farmers have been 
very hard hit by low milk prices and 
rising costs of production, so that 
many, many farmers are near bank-
ruptcy. 

It is my understanding that this is a 
national problem, not only a problem 
in Pennsylvania. On Monday of this 
week, Secretary of Agriculture Dan 
Glickman went to northeastern Penn-
sylvania and heard from a large assem-
bly of farmers, estimated at some 500, 
and heard firsthand the plight of those 
farmers, again, as I say representative 
of the Nation. 

We all know that we rely upon the 
farmers for our supply of food. We 
know how important milk is in that 
supply. And we have a large group of 
farmers who laid it on the line in very 
emphatic and dramatic terms about 
their impending bankruptcy, the hard 
times they were facing because the 
price of milk had dropped so precipi-
tously from $15.37 per hundredweight in 
September to $11.34 cents per hundred-
weight in December 1996, all the time 
costs going up. 

In our inquiry on this issue, we found 
that a key ingredient on the pricing of 
milk was the price of cheese, and that 
the price of cheese had been estab-
lished by the Green Bay Cheese Ex-
change, and that the price on the 
Green Bay Cheese Exchange might not 
be realistic of the accurate market 
price. If the price of cheese is raised by 
10 cents, it means there would be a rise 
in the price of milk $1 per hundred-
weight. 

I do believe that the Secretary of Ag-
riculture is sympathetic to this issue 
and would like to ascertain the accu-
rate price of cheese. 

It is my thought, Mr. President, from 
all that I know, and it has to be 
verified, that the price of cheese is 
priced unreasonably low at this time 
by the Green Bay Exchange; therefore, 
the Green Bay Exchange’s price of 
cheese is really not the price of cheese. 

This resolution maintains that it is 
the sense of the Senate that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture should consider 
acting immediately pursuant to his 
legal authority to modify the basic for-
mula price for dairy by replacing the 
national cheese exchange as a factor to 
be considered in setting the basic for-
mula price. 
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This resolution has been filed pursu-

ant to the leadership initiated by my 
colleague, Senator SANTORUM, who 
traveled to northeastern Pennsylvania 
several weeks ago. I went this past 
Monday. And I think it will put us on 
a track to show that something can be 
done immediately. When I say imme-
diately, within the course of the next 
several weeks. 

It had been my hope that we might 
have been able to make some modifica-
tion in the price of cheese to have even 
faster action by the Secretary of Agri-
culture. But considering the fact that 
this resolution was drafted on Monday 
morning and has gone through consid-
erable analysis by a number of Mem-
bers of the Senate—and I thank my 
colleagues for their prompt attention 
to this issue—we are moving now very, 
very rapidly. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me 
point out that there was an extensive 
study of the Green Bay Cheese Ex-
change made at the request of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture of the State of 
Wisconsin, and there were some indica-
tions there that because of the limited 
amount of cheese which was traded 
there, there was an opportunity to 
have a price established which was not 
genuinely a market price. The amount 
of cheese traded at Green Bay was less 
than one-half of 1 percent, and where 
you have such a limited exchange rate 
and with people at the scene who have 
a considerable interest in having a 
lower price of cheese, that result may 
not have represented the accurate mar-
ket price of cheese. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has the 
authority unilaterally to make a modi-
fication on the price of cheese if he de-
velops an evidentiary base from other 
transactions which lead him to con-
clude that is not the fair market price 
of cheese, and I believe that to be the 
case. The Secretary of Agriculture had 
previously initiated the process on in-
formal rulemaking, which would take 
some considerable period of time. But 
he does have the authority. 

If we may vote at this time, Mr. 
President, I will conclude. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I want to 
thank the Senator from Pennsylvania 
for his efforts on this issue. 

The Cheese Exchange is of great con-
cern to all dairy farmers nationwide, 
because it is a market that is very 
thinly traded, completely unregulated, 
and has a great deal of influence on the 
prices that farmers are paid for their 
milk. 

That’s why my colleague from Wis-
consin, Senator FEINGOLD and I have 
been working to reduce the influence of 
the Cheese Exchange. Both Senator 
FEINGOLD and I introduced legislation 
on this matter last week. Ultimately, 
what we need to do is find an alter-
native price discovery mechanism that 
is more reflective of market condi-
tions, and less subject to manipulation. 

And we have two initiatives under-
way that could form the basis for new 
price discovery mechanisms. 

First, we’ve worked with Secretary 
Glickman to start a new cheese price 
survey, to survey cheese plants nation-
wide, to get a better view of prices paid 
for cheese. If done right, this could be 
very useful as a price discovery mecha-
nism. But there’s still some issues that 
need to be ironed out. 

And second, we’ve asked other ex-
changes such as the Coffee, Sugar, 
Cocoa Exchange to explore the possi-
bility of creating a new cash market 
for cheese. Again, if this is done right, 
it could be very useful as a new price 
discovery mechanism. 

But in the short term, the Senator 
from Pennsylvania is right, we need to 
delink the National Cheese Exchange 
from the farmers’ milk prices, and we 
need to do that as soon as possible. 
Two weeks ago, the Secretary of Agri-
culture announced a 60-day comment 
period on that exact proposal. The 
trick will be to find a new equivalent 
price mechanism, to take it’s place. We 
need to find a new mechanism that is 
credible, or we’ll merely make matters 
worse. 

So I thank the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, and I look forward to work-
ing with him on this issue, which has 
been a longstanding concern of mine. 
As far as I’m concerned, the more Sen-
ators become aware of this problem 
and join our efforts, the better. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, Senator SPECTER, in submit-
ting the Sense of the Senate Resolu-
tion directing the Secretary of Agri-
culture to take action to delink the 
National Cheese Exchange from the 
basic formula price established by 
USDA under Federal Milk Marketing 
Orders. 

Dairy farmers have been concerned 
for many years about the role of the 
National Cheese Exchange, located in 
Green Bay, WI, in determining the 
price they receive for their milk. While 
the exchange has had an indirect influ-
ence on milk prices for many years, it 
also directly affects milk prices 
through USDA’s basic formula price, 
established by regulation in 1995. For 
years, Wisconsin farmers have been 
concerned that the characteristics of 
the Exchange, outlined in this resolu-
tion, make it vulnerable to price ma-
nipulation. Those fears were confirmed 
by a March 1996 report by the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin Department of Agri-
cultural Economics which found evi-
dence supporting the allegations of ma-
nipulations. The concerns about ma-
nipulation and the influence of the ex-
change on milk prices nationally, were 
further heightened by the dramatic and 
unprecedented decline in cheese prices 
on the exchange last fall which led to a 
26 percent decline in farm milk prices. 

The senior Senator from Wisconsin 
Senator KOHL and I have been working 
to address the concerns of the UW re-
port for the last 10 months and have in-
troduced legislation to address the 
short- and long-term problems associ-
ated with the Cheese Exchange. The di-

rective of the resolution introduced by 
the Senator from Pennsylvania is also 
included in my bill S. 258, the Milk 
Price Discovery Improvement Act of 
1997 which I introduced last week. My 
legislation goes beyond the directive in 
the resolution by seeking additional 
long term solutions to the lack of price 
discovery in milk markets and by es-
tablishing improved USDA oversight of 
the National Cheese Exchange. S. 256, 
introduced by the senior Senator from 
Wisconsin Senator KOHL, which I have 
cosponsored, would enhance the role of 
the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission in National Cheese Exchange 
oversight as well. 

The resolution we are introducing 
today, however, emphasizes the impor-
tance of quick action on this problem 
by the Secretary of Agriculture and I 
am pleased to welcome the Senator 
from Pennsylvania to our efforts to re-
solve this very difficult problem. 
Farmers have a right to expect that 
milk prices are determined fairly and 
without manipulation. The resolution 
introduced today is a step toward re-
ducing the influence of the exchange on 
farm-level milk prices. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution and to work with us toward 
the enactment of S. 258 and S. 256 as 
well. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator from Pennsylvania pro-
pounding a unanimous consent re-
quest? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 
advised that I do have the authority to 
yield back the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX] is 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] is absent 
attending a family funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 83, 
nays 15, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 11 Leg.] 

YEAS—83 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 

Boxer 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 

Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
D’Amato 
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Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Helms 
Hollings 

Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 

Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith, Bob 
Smith, Gordon H 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—15 

Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Campbell 

Coats 
Craig 
Enzi 
Hatch 
Kempthorne 

Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Mack 
Roberts 
Thomas 

NOT VOTING—2 

Breaux Leahy 

The resolution (S. Res. 55) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 55 

Whereas, during the last few months farm 
milk prices have experienced substantial vol-
atility, dropping precipitously from $15.37 
per hundredweight in September, 1996 to 
$11.34 per hundredweight in December, 1996; 

Whereas, the price of cheese at the Na-
tional Cheese Exchange in Green Bay, Wis-
consin influences milk prices paid to farmers 
because of its use in the Department of Agri-
culture’s Basic Formula Price under Federal 
Milk Marketing Orders; 

Whereas, less than one percent of the 
cheese produced in the United States is sold 
on the National Cheese Exchange and the 
Exchange acts as a reference price for as 
much as 95 percent of the commercial bulk 
cheese sales in the nation; Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That it is the Sense of the Senate 
of the United States that the Secretary of 
Agriculture should consider acting imme-
diately pursuant to his legal authority to 
modify the Basic Formula Price for dairy by 
replacing the National Cheese Exchange as a 
factor to be considered in setting the Basic 
Formula Price. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that upon the conclu-
sion of Senator HOLLINGS’ remarks, the 
period for morning business be ex-
tended with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for 5 minutes each, ex-
cept Senator DORGAN for 30 minutes, 
Senator KERREY for 15 minutes, Sen-
ator DOMENICI for up to 30 minutes, and 
Senator GRAMM for up to 15 minutes. 

I want to emphasize that Senator 
HOLLINGS goes forward with his re-
marks. I want to thank Members again 
for your cooperation in getting this 
vote done, and I want to confirm, as we 
have already notified Members as they 
come in, this is the last vote this week. 
There will be a vote at 5:30 on Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(By unanimous consent, the remarks 
of Mr. HOLLINGS appear at an earlier 
point of today’s RECORD.) 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from North Dakota has 30 minutes 
reserved. 

The Senator from North Dakota is 
recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. 
KERRY pertaining to the introduction 
of S. 331 are located in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we have 
seen the specter this week of our col-
leagues on the Democratic side of the 
aisle proposing to exempt additional 
programs from the balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution: Social 
Security, emergency spending, vet-
erans programs, housing programs, 
education, health and welfare pro-
grams, college aid and training pro-
grams, law enforcement programs, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, highways, 
bridges, dams, roads, buildings, and it 
goes on and on. Given how far afield we 
have gone in this debate, I wanted to 
very briefly try to remind the Senate 
and those who are following this debate 
what this debate is about. This debate 
is about families making hard deci-
sions at their kitchen table, trying to 
make ends meet. So I thought I would 
look today, at 28 years ago, the last 
year that we had a balanced budget in 
America. 

The last time we had a balanced 
budget was in 1969. If you look at the 
front page of the Washington Post for 
Thursday, February 13, 1969, you can 
see that not very much happened in the 
world 28 years ago today when we had 
a balanced budget. But there was some 
very exciting news that day. The very 
exciting news was not on the front 
page; the very exciting news was in the 
want ads. I would like just to review 
what America looked like the last time 
we had a balanced budget. 

Dale City is a city 25 miles south of 
Washington. It is sort of a middle-class 
neighborhood. In Dale City, 28 years 
ago today, when we had a balanced 
budget, they were advertising new 
homes that were selling between $18,600 
and $38,000 apiece. In the richest coun-
ty in America, Montgomery County, 28 

years ago, when we had our last bal-
anced budget, they were advertising 
new homes in Walnut Hill for $32,500. 

And 28 years of deficit spending later, 
they are still running want ads. They 
ran them today. The want ads today 
show that houses in the suburbs of 
Northern Virginia are selling between 
$230,000 and $340,000 apiece, and in 
Montgomery County they are selling 
for $270,000 a piece. 

The newspaper of 28 years ago today 
did not have any news on the front 
page worthy of being remembered, but 
it had want ads worthy of being re-
membered. 

A Chevrolet Impala could be bought 
for $51 a month, and you had it paid off 
in 3 years. That was 28 years ago today, 
the last time we had a balanced budget. 
Today, to buy a Chevrolet Cavalier, it 
costs you $194 a month, and you have 
to pay for 6 years to pay it off. 

There was not much exciting news on 
the front page of the paper 28 years ago 
today, when we had a balanced budget, 
but there was exciting news in the 
want ads. You could buy a new Good-
year tire for $8.75 apiece. Now, in fact, 
there is an ad today for $24.99. But my 
guess is, 28 years ago and today, if you 
went out to get the $8 tires then or the 
$24 tires today, you would find that 
they did not fit your car. But look at 
what has happened to the base tire in 
terms of expenses. 

Twenty-eight years ago today, the 
public was buying pork. And our Gov-
ernment was beginning to go on a 
binge of pork that would last 28 years. 
Pork chops at Giant 28 years ago today 
were 89 cents a pound. Pork chops at 
A&P 28 years ago today, as advertised 
in the Post, were 89 cents a pound. 
Pork chops at Safeway 28 years ago 
today, when we had a balanced budget, 
were 89 cents a pound. Today, in the 
Washington Post, Safeway boneless 
pork chops are $3.99 a pound. Mr. Presi-
dent, 28 years ago there was not a big 
headline in the paper, but there should 
have been. The big headline in the 
paper should have been, ‘‘Budget Bal-
anced This Year for the Last Year in 28 
Years.’’ 

Our colleagues say: Well, things are 
going great. It’s wonderful. We ought 
to exempt the budget from itself. 
There’s no reason to quit spending. But 
I think anybody who looks at what was 
in the paper 28 years ago today and 
what is in the paper today has to con-
clude that there have been a lot of 
changes in the 28 years since we have 
had a balanced budget and that many 
of those changes are not trends that we 
want to continue. 

Finally, tomorrow is Valentine’s 
Day. Twenty-eight years ago today you 
could buy this Whitman deluxe red foil 
heart assortment, 1 pound of candy, for 
$2.66. After 28 years of deficit spending 
here in Washington, it costs $8.79. 

Mr. President, maybe some of our 
colleagues on the Democratic side of 
the aisle could say: Well, don’t worry 
about housing costs up from $18,000 to 
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$230,000 and don’t worry about auto-
mobile costs up from a monthly pay-
ment of $51 to a monthly payment of 
$248. Maybe they could say: Don’t 
worry about the price of tires and don’t 
worry about pork. But when the cost of 
love is exploding, the time has come to 
stop deficit spending. That is what this 
debate is about. I wanted to remind my 
colleagues before we all left for our 
work period at home. This organization 
is permanently charged with ensuring 
compliance with the convention’s re-
quirements and with monitoring the 
chemical industry and the chemical 
production throughout the world. The 
convention’s preparatory commission, 
which is located in The Hague, is cur-
rently determining precisely how the 
permanent organization is going to be 
structured and how the convention is 
going to be implemented. 

Every State that ratifies that con-
vention has to complete the destruc-
tion of chemical weapons agents, muni-
tions and production facilities within 
10 years of the convention’s entry into 
force, or its date of ratification, which-
ever comes earlier. 

I would like to describe what the 
treaty accomplishes in terms of control 
of chemicals and their precursors and 
monitoring and tracking of those 
chemicals and precursors. 

The convention establishes three 
lists, or schedules as they are called, of 
chemical warfare agents and their pre-
cursor chemicals. These are arranged 
in the order of their importance to 
chemical weapons production and the 
extent of their legitimate peaceful or 
commercial uses. 

The OPCW Technical Secretariat will 
update those schedules as needed and 
as circumstances change. And the pro-
duction, the use, or the transfer of any 
chemicals on these schedules above set 
minimal amounts must be projected 
prospectively by the manufacturers 
and subsequently reported annually to 
the OPCW. 

Any facility that makes use of or is 
capable of producing scheduled chemi-
cals has to register with the OPCW, as 
do facilities that produce over 30 met-
ric tons annually of a discrete chem-
ical containing phosphorous, sulphur, 
or fluorine. 

So, Mr. President, what we gain here 
is a mechanism for knowing globally 
who produces what chemicals, how 
much they produce, and where these 
chemicals are going. 

The inspections of chemical facilities 
provided by the convention will vary 
according to the nature of the chemi-
cals. Those declared as producing, stor-
ing, or destroying chemical weapons 
are subject to systematic on-site in-
spection and continuous instrument 
monitoring. Those chemical facilities 
declared as nonchemical weapons fa-
cilities are subject to routine or ran-
dom inspections, depending on the 
schedule or schedules on which the 
chemicals they produce or handle are 
listed. All other facilities that produce 
or handle or are suspected of producing 

or handling chemicals are subject to 
on-site challenge inspections upon the 
request of a signatory nation. 

So, I reiterate, under the terms of 
the convention we will achieve for the 
first time the ability to know who is 
producing what chemicals, how much 
they produce, and where these chemi-
cals are moving, and we obtain the 
ability to inspect any of those chem-
ical production or handling entities. 

f 

THE CHEMICAL WEAPONS 
CONVENTION 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to 
talk about an issue of enormous impor-
tance to our national security and ex-
press my hope that during the course 
of the next week, while the U.S. Senate 
is out of session, Senators will focus on 
and think hard about our responsibil-
ities with respect to the Chemical 
Weapons Convention. More than 100 
years of international efforts to ban 
chemical weapons, 100 years of effort, 
culminated January 13, 1993, in the 
final days of the Bush administration 
when the United States of America 
signed the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion as one of the original signatories. 

I hope my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle will focus closely on 
the efforts of former President Bush, 
former National Security Adviser Gen-
eral Scowcroft, former Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff General Powell, 
and so many other people whose bona 
fides with respect to issues of national 
security I do not believe have ever been 
at issue. They all worked hard and 
fought hard to bring this Convention to 
a successful conclusion. 

Since the time the United States 
signed it as one of the original signato-
ries, 160 other nations have joined in 
signing it. That is 161, I might say, out 
of a total of 190 independent states that 
compose the world community of na-
tions. 

Immediately after the signing, the 
process of ratification by the signato-
ries began. The convention was sub-
mitted to the U.S. Senate for its advice 
and consent in November 1993, and 
multiple hearings have been held by 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, the Armed Services Com-
mittee, the Intelligence Committee, 
and the Judiciary Committee during 
both the 103d and the 104th Congresses. 
As of January 27, 1997, 68 nations have 
already ratified the Convention, but 
not the United States of America that 
helped lead the effort of its creation. 

This Convention provides that it will 
take force and its provisions will be-
come applicable to party nations 180 
days following its ratification by the 
65th nation. The 65th ratification oc-
curred late last year, so the clock is 
now ticking toward the date on which 
it enters into force. The Convention 
will enter into force on April 29 of this 
year, just a little more than 2 months 
after we return from the recess period 
that begins later today. 

It is important to understand the 
provisions of the Convention, espe-

cially when measured against that 
date. The Convention bans the develop-
ment, production, stockpiling, and use 
of chemical weapons by its signatories. 
It also requires the destruction of vir-
tually all chemical weapons and pro-
duction facilities. 

This treaty also provides the most 
extensive, most intrusive verification 
regime of any arms control treaty yet 
negotiated, extending its coverage not 
only to governmental and military but 
also to civilian facilities. 

The fact is that this verification 
package provides, in the end, increased 
security to the United States. That 
verification package includes instru-
ment monitoring, both routine and 
random inspections, and challenge in-
spections for sites that are suspected of 
chemical weapons storage or produc-
tion. The Convention also requires ex-
port controls and reporting require-
ments on chemicals that can be used as 
warfare agents and their precursors. 

In order to implement its provisions 
and to administer them on an ongoing 
basis, the Convention establishes the 
Organization for Prohibition of Chem-
ical Weapons, or the OPCW. This orga-
nization is permanently charged with 
ensuring compliance with the Conven-
tion’s requirements and with moni-
toring the chemical industry and the 
chemical production throughout the 
world. The Convention’s preparatory 
commission, which is located in The 
Hague, is currently determining pre-
cisely how the permanent organization 
is going to be structured and how the 
Convention is going to be imple-
mented. 

Every State that ratifies that Con-
vention has to complete the destruc-
tion of chemical weapons agents, muni-
tions and production facilities within 
10 years of the Convention’s entry into 
force, or its date of ratification, which-
ever comes earlier. 

I would like to describe what the 
treaty accomplishes in terms of control 
of chemicals and their precursors and 
monitoring and tracking of those 
chemicals and precursors. 

The Convention establishes three 
lists, or schedules as they are called, of 
chemical warfare agents and their pre-
cursor chemicals. These are arranged 
in the order of their importance to 
chemical weapons production and the 
extent of their legitimate peaceful or 
commercial uses. 

The OPCW Technical Secretariat will 
update those schedules as needed and 
as circumstances change. And the pro-
duction, the use, or the transfer of any 
chemicals on these schedules above set 
minimal amounts must be projected 
prospectively by the manufacturers 
and subsequently reported annually to 
the OPCW. 

Any facility that makes use of or is 
capable of producing scheduled chemi-
cals has to register with the OPCW, as 
do facilities that produce over 30 met-
ric tons annually of a discrete chem-
ical containing phosphorous, sulphur 
or fluorine. 
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So, Mr. President, what we gain here 

is a mechanism for knowing globally 
who produces what chemicals, how 
much they produce, and where these 
chemicals are going. 

The inspections of chemical facilities 
provided by the Convention will vary 
according to the nature of the chemi-
cals. Those declared as producing, stor-
ing, or destroying chemical weapons 
are subject to systematic on-site in-
spection and continuous instrument 
monitoring. Those chemical facilities 
declared as nonchemical weapons fa-
cilities are subject to routine or ran-
dom inspections, depending on the 
schedule or schedules on which the 
chemicals they produce or handle are 
listed. All other facilities that produce 
or handle or are suspected of producing 
or handling chemicals are subject to 
on-site challenge inspections upon the 
request of a signatory nation. 

So, I reiterate, under the terms of 
the Convention we will achieve for the 
first time the ability to know who is 
producing what chemicals, how much 
they produce, and where these chemi-
cals are moving, and we obtain the 
ability to inspect any of those chem-
ical production or handling entities. 

Signatory nations agree not to ex-
port the most troublesome chemicals, 
those listed in schedule 1, to any non-
signatory nation. Schedule 2 chemicals 
may be traded with nonsignatory na-
tions for only 3 years after the Conven-
tion enters into force, and schedule 3 
chemicals, which are the least trouble-
some and most widely used commer-
cially, can be freely traded for 5 years 
after the Convention comes into force 
so long as end-use certification is pro-
vided. Five years after the Convention 
comes into force, additional controls 
will be considered and may be required. 

Now, Mr. President, one might rea-
sonably expect that all those in this in-
stitution would by their study of his-
tory be aware of the occasions when 
chemical weapons have been used in 
conflicts and the horrifying effects 
that they can have and have had on 
both combatants and noncombatants, 
and one would think those with such 
an awareness would warmly embrace 
and applaud the successful negotiation 
and apparent widespread acceptance of 
this Convention among the nations of 
the world. The images, both visual and 
verbal, of the effects of chemical weap-
ons have seared themselves into our 
minds. 

We know the effects of mustard gas 
in the trenches of Europe in World War 
I. We know of the terrible effect of 
chemicals employed in the Iran-Iraq 
War. Americans have witnessed the an-
guish of those who served in the gulf 
war who are suffering from maladies 
that may have resulted from some ex-
posure to chemical weapons amassed 
by Saddam Hussein in Iraq. Civilized 
people everywhere have been repelled 
by the effects of these horrible weap-
ons. Indeed, that is what propelled us 
under a Republican administration to 
negotiate and then to sign this Conven-
tion. 

One might reasonably anticipate, 
therefore, that the United States, 
which led the way for so many years in 
seeking allies among the community of 
nations in the effort to outlaw these 
weapons and their use, and which was 
the driving force behind the negotia-
tions that produced the Chemical 
Weapons Convention, would see vir-
tually universal support for the ratifi-
cation of this critical treaty. But that 
is not the case, as my colleagues know. 

Most unfortunately, a small group of 
Senators, primarily within one seg-
ment of the Republican Party, and 
nourished by a group of committed 
cold warriors whose reflexive behavior 
is to see catastrophe for the United 
States in any arms control agreement, 
has dedicated itself to preventing the 
Senate from approving ratification of 
this Convention. They have found shad-
ows behind the trees, and express great 
fear that United States participation 
could somehow weaken our Nation 
militarily and leave us vulnerable to a 
reemergent Russia or to some rogue 
nation that refuses to abide by the 
Convention’s requirements. 

I want to emphasize that while I be-
lieve those conclusions are entirely un-
warranted, I take no issue with any-
body who wants to proceed cautiously 
here. I take no issue with anybody who 
asserts that conceivably there is some 
downside to the Convention, and it is 
appropriate for us to have legitimate 
debate about that. But legitimate de-
bate and legitimate expressions of cau-
tion are different from standing in the 
way of the U.S. Senate being able to re-
solve this issue in a vote on the floor of 
the Senate and allowing the Senate to 
perform its critical constitutional re-
sponsibilities of advise and consent. 

I agree it would be a mistake for this 
Nation to blindly assume that simply 
as a result of the disappearance of the 
Soviet Union we will never again face a 
serious threat from Russia or from 
some other nation whose interests con-
flict with our own. That, of course, is 
why we spend $250-plus billion on de-
fense every year. 

But the vehemence with which these 
Senators oppose the Convention, and 
their rationales for so doing, persuade 
me that the principal problem is not 
the Convention itself or its terms, but 
the fact that it is simply not a perfect 
treaty, that it is not 100 percent leak-
proof or 100 percent verifiable. 

We cannot establish such a standard, 
Mr. President, for by so doing, we effec-
tively would say that no arms control 
treaty could ever be in our national in-
terest. 

Mr. President, I reject the notion 
that there is no such thing as a good 
arms control treaty, a treaty that ad-
vances the interests of the United 
States effectively. I specifically reject 
the notion that the Chemical Weapons 
Convention does anything to diminish 
the national security of our Nation, or 
that it is not in our national interest. 
To the contrary, I believe that our Na-
tion and our people will be safer and 

more secure and, in fact, will be the en-
tire world community of nations, if the 
United States joins the other nations 
which have ratified it. 

More importantly, Mr. President, 
that is not just my belief. It is the be-
lief of former Presidents of the United 
States. It is the belief of the Chairman 
and Members of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the belief of the current and im-
mediate past Directors of Central In-
telligence, the current and immediate 
past Secretaries of Defense, Gen. Nor-
man Schwarzkopf and a host of others 
whose credentials as national security 
experts are sterling. 

So let us address the specific con-
cerns that are raised by those who 
would rather see the United States not 
participate in this convention, and who 
would deprive the Senate of the oppor-
tunity to debate the convention on the 
floor and vote on the resolution of rati-
fication as the American people should 
be able to expect. 

The opponents claim that the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention will not be ef-
fective because it fails to ban or con-
trol possession of all chemicals that 
could be used for lethal purposes, spe-
cifically including two agents used 
with deadly effect in World War I, 
phosgene and hydrogen cyanide. The 
reality is that the CWC does cover all 
toxic chemicals and their precursors 
‘‘except where intended for purposes 
not prohibited under this Convention 
* * *’’ Phosgene and hydrogen cyanide 
are explicitly listed in schedule 3 of the 
convention. 

The convention also contains a provi-
sion to expand the list of chemicals 
subject to declaration and verification 
as new CW agents are developed and 
identified. 

The opponents claim that the CWC is 
not global, since many dangerous na-
tions—for example, Iran, Syria, North 
Korea, and Libya—have not agreed to 
join the treaty regime. The reality, 
however, is that of the approximately 
20 nations believed to have or to be 
seeking a chemical weapons program, 
more than two-thirds have already 
signed the convention. The failure of 
the United States to ratify the treaty 
is unlikely to spur these countries to 
become signatories and relinquish any 
determination they may have to de-
velop chemical weapons. And, indeed, 
our failure to ratify will actually give 
to those recalcitrant countries polit-
ical cover for their failure to join. 

If the United States does not join, 
why should they care about it? If the 
United States, which initially sought it 
and long worked for it, now finds some-
thing wrong with the convention, then 
they have justification to also assert 
something is wrong with it. Further, 
several of the Convention’s key provi-
sions are targeted directly at non-
participating nations. Some of the 
most threatening chemicals cannot be 
sold to nonparticipating nations by sig-
natories and chemical trade with the 
nonsignatories will be impeded in other 
ways. In this important respect the 
treaty is, indeed, global in its reach. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:10 Oct 24, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1997SENATE\S13FE7.REC S13FE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
O

C
IA

LS
E

C
U

R
IT

Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1371 February 13, 1997 
In effect, those who claim to be de-

fending the interests of the United 
States are, I believe, unwittingly—and 
I know not purposefully—aiding those 
countries that would continue to be re-
bellious nonparticipants in the work of 
removing chemical weapons from the 
earth. 

If the opponents mean to point out 
that all convention provisions do not 
apply to all nations, OK, they are cor-
rect. Not all provisions apply to those 
30 or fewer nations that have not yet 
signed the convention and may choose 
never to sign or ratify. But there is no 
way that one sovereign nation can 
force another to enter into a treaty. 
But you can, through a treaty, isolate 
those nations that choose not to sign, 
and, indeed, make it extraordinarily 
difficult for them to pursue their nefar-
ious objectives. 

This treaty will, very definitely, ac-
cording to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 
intelligence community, and many 
others in our defense establishment 
whose judgment and expertise I respect 
in their specialties, have significant 
constraining effects even on nonsig-
natories. It will be far more difficult 
for a nonsignatory to proceed to de-
velop a chemical weapons program and 
to produce chemical weapons, and it 
will be much more likely—not 100 per-
cent certain but much more likely— 
that we will know if they do so. 

The opponents claim that the CWC is 
not verifiable, Mr. President. Well, the 
reality is that the intelligence commu-
nity and the Department of Defense 
have testified that the convention, 
while not being perfectly verifiable to 
be sure, will facilitate the ability of 
our intelligence agencies to detect sig-
nificant violations in a timely manner, 
because it provides additional tools to 
do the job of tracking the spread of 
chemical weapons—a job that we would 
have to do anyway, with or without the 
Chemical Weapons Convention and its 
tools. 

In fact, it is the acknowledged dif-
ficulty of detecting chemical weapons 
and their production, frankly, that 
makes the CWC all the more impor-
tant. Our intelligence community 
needs all the additional tools and ad-
vantages it can get to make it more 
likely that such weapons and produc-
tion will be identified, and identified as 
early as possible. The CWC provides 
critical tools and advantages, and the 
intelligence community and Defense 
Department have urged the Senate to 
approve its ratification. 

The opponents claim that the con-
vention will be toothless in application 
and that violations, once identified, 
will go unsanctioned. This, of course, is 
totally conjectural, and nothing in the 
verbiage of any treaty can absolutely 
guarantee that every provision will be 
enforced or every violation effectively 
sanctioned. But recent experience with 
the North Korean nuclear program 
demonstrates that governments can 
and will respond to evidence of non-
compliance and will act to uphold the 

integrity of an arms control agree-
ment—in this case, the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty. 

I am of the opinion, personally, that 
violations of the Chemical Weapons 
Convention will result in a strong reac-
tion by the community of nations that 
is participating in it—but that is my 
opinion. The only demonstrable fact, in 
response to the fear expressed by oppo-
nents, is that with the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention, there is a multilateral 
mechanism to define objectionable ac-
tions and the basis on which to orga-
nize an international response. Those 
are both advantages that do not exist 
today. 

The opponents claim that the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention will create a 
massive new United Nations-type 
international inspection bureaucracy, 
which will result in costs to our tax-
payers of as much as $200 million per 
year. The reality is that the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office 
has estimated the U.S. costs to comply 
with declaration, inspection, and 
verification procedures of the CWC will 
average $33 million per year, an 
amount which includes our annual as-
sessment to the OPCW of $25 million. 
That is considerably less than $200 mil-
lion. 

The active involvement of our nego-
tiators in developing the treaty re-
quirements applying to the OPCW en-
sures that it will undertake only essen-
tial tasks, and will do so efficiently. 
After the trillions of dollars our tax-
payers spent defending our Nation dur-
ing the cold war, and in the face of the 
terrible threats of chemical weapons, I 
believe—and this is shared by the 
President, the intelligence community, 
and the defense community—that an 
expenditure of $33 million a year for 
U.S. costs of participating in the CWC, 
and for guaranteeing for the first time 
intrusive tracking of chemical agents 
and precursors, is a very, very good buy 
for the taxpayers. 

The opponents claim that the Con-
vention will jeopardize our citizens’ 
constitutional rights by requiring the 
U.S. Government to permit searches 
without either warrants or probable 
cause. Mr. President, that is not true. 
The reality is that most firms that will 
be subjected to CWC inspections will 
voluntarily grant access for that pur-
pose. And it is important to note here 
that the vast majority of the chemical 
industry of the United States is sup-
portive of this treaty. The strong sup-
port of that industry and its active in-
volvement during the CWC negotia-
tions strengthen the belief that, in 
fact, most of the firms subject to in-
spection will not object to the inspec-
tions. But if a firm does exercise its 
constitutional right to object, then, 
Mr. President, the U.S. Government is 
committed to fully complying with our 
constitutional requirements. In such a 
case the Government will obtain a 
search warrant prior to an inspection 
to ensure that the constitutional 
rights of any citizen are fully pro-
tected. 

The opponents claim that the Con-
vention will subject as many as 8,000 
companies across the Nation to new re-
porting requirements, entailing un-
compensated annual compliance costs 
that could reach hundreds of thousands 
of dollars for each. The reality is that 
it will not affect 8,000, it will affect 
only about 2,000 companies. Approxi-
mately 1,800 of those 2,000 companies 
will not have to do anything more on-
erous than check a box on a form re-
garding production range. They will 
not even be required to specify which 
chemicals they produce. Most of the 
firms for which compliance activities 
will be more extensive are supporters 
of the treaty, and directly, or through 
their industry association, were con-
sulted as the CWC provisions affecting 
commercial facilities were negotiated. 
The Convention’s opponents generally 
fail to mention the fact that the big-
gest cost to the U.S. chemical industry 
is likely to come as a result of the 
United States failing to ratify the Con-
vention. According to the Chemical 
Manufacturers Association, the trade 
restrictions on export of chemicals 
that will apply to nonparticipating na-
tions will place at risk $600 million in 
annual export sales for U.S. companies. 

It is a very material fact that the 
Chemical Weapons Convention is pri-
marily about increasing the safety of 
the United States, of our troops, and 
our citizens from the chemical weapons 
of other nations. 

During the Bush administration, the 
decision was made for the United 
States to leave the chemical weapons 
business and to destroy the vast major-
ity of our stockpile of chemical weap-
ons—all those that the CWC would re-
quire to be destroyed. It is very impor-
tant that we understand this. The Bush 
administration has already embarked 
this Nation on a course that will result 
in the destruction of our stockpile of 
chemical weapons. That process al-
ready is underway, and it will continue 
whether or not we ratify the Conven-
tion. 

Does it not make sense, then, if we 
are stripping ourselves of these weap-
ons anyway, for us to take steps to in-
crease the likelihood that other na-
tions will do the same, and that we will 
know if some nations choose to manu-
facture and stockpile such weapons? 

There certainly is no reason for the 
United States to refuse to ratify the 
CWC because it in some way would im-
pede the maintenance or production of 
weapons deemed important to our na-
tional security. The decision to destroy 
our chemical weapons was made years 
ago, during the Bush administration. It 
is not a decision that any of our de-
fense leadership suggests should be re-
versed. 

Last fall, after the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee had favorably re-
ported the resolution of ratification for 
the convention on a strong bipartisan 
vote, the convention was caught up, 
most unfortunately, in Presidential 
politics. Mr. President, as the ranking 
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member of a subcommittee with juris-
diction over other matters that For-
eign Relations Committee Chairman 
HELMS had linked to action on the Con-
vention, I had worked hard with Sen-
ator HELMS and others to get an agree-
ment to bring the ratification resolu-
tion to the floor. While he was major-
ity leader, Senator Dole agreed that we 
should have a vote on that resolution, 
and we secured a unanimous consent 
agreement that ensured the Senate 
would consider and vote on the resolu-
tion of ratification before the end of 
the 105th Congress. But then, in the 
heat of Presidential politics, although 
President Clinton strongly supported 
ratification of the convention, Senator 
Dole, as the Republican nominee for 
President, suddenly announced opposi-
tion to the CWC. That called into ques-
tion whether the necessary two-thirds 
majority vote for ratification could be 
secured. So we delayed action on the 
resolution. 

Mr. President, the time for action on 
this convention has arrived. It is now. 
We are beyond the complications of a 
Presidential election. We have held the 
hearings, many hearings, in four sepa-
rate Senate committees. We know the 
facts. The support of the defense and 
intelligence communities and leaders 
is strong and clear. 

And now there is one more very im-
portant reason for expeditious action 
to approve the resolution of ratifica-
tion. If the United States has not rati-
fied this convention by the time it 
takes effect on April 29, by its terms 
U.S. citizens will be ineligible for ap-
pointment to the OPCW administrative 
staff and corps of international inspec-
tors, and, therefore, we will forfeit the 
opportunity to influence its decisions, 
its budget, and inspection practices 
that our negotiators led the way to se-
cure. To be sure, if the United States 
later ratifies, Mr. President, American 
citizens will become eligible for such 
posts but only as they become vacant 
at some point in the future. Our Nation 
will have irrevocably lost out in the vi-
tally important initial formative pol-
icy making and procedure develop-
ment. 

As scores of newspaper editorials 
around the country have said, those 
who believe the threat of chemical 
weapons is real, and who realize that 
our intelligence and defense organiza-
tions need all the help they can get to 
identify where chemical weapons are 
being manufactured and stockpiled, 
must not let a small group of Senators 
prevent the U.S. Senate from acting on 
this important treaty. 

I urge the majority leader to act in 
the interest of our country and our 
people and, in the interest of our insti-
tution and its constitutional right and 
duty to advise and consent to treaties, 
to permit the Senate to act on this 
treaty, which I believe a significant 
majority of this body supports. 

We cannot permit the perfect to be-
come the enemy of the good. We must 
not permit those who make that mis-

take to prevent us from acting in the 
best interests of our Nation and its 
people. And we cannot allow some 
cloudy objections to obviate the facts 
and prevent this institution from dis-
charging its responsibilities. 

I believe it would be a grave mistake 
to deprive our Nation, our Armed 
Forces, and our citizens of the addi-
tional protections from the threat of 
chemical weapons that the Chemical 
Weapons Convention offers. And I 
think it would be foolish for the United 
States to relinquish the influence it 
will gain in implementing this critical 
treaty if it fails to ratify the Conven-
tion by April 29. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico for 
his forbearance. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
New Mexico is recognized for up to 30 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first 
let me ask. Is my 30 minutes the last 
business before the Senate today? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 15 minutes reserved for the Senator 
from Nebraska, Senator KERREY. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I say, as much 
as I would like to use my 30 minutes, I 
do not want to delay the Senate indefi-
nitely tonight. If Senator KERREY in-
tends to use time, let me suggest I 
could probably finish in 15 minutes. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might 
I first say that it is a pleasure to ad-
dress this issue with the senior Senator 
from the State of Washington in the 
chair. I don’t know that what the Sen-
ator from New Mexico is going to speak 
to today is needed to edify the occu-
pant of the chair, but I think it is im-
perative that, after an awful lot of talk 
about a constitutional balanced budget 
and its potential effect on the Social 
Security trust fund, that some of us 
state what we think this whole scare 
about the Social Security trust fund is 
all about. 

So let me first say to the senior citi-
zens that I gather now that you know 
the emotional ramping up by fright-
ening senior citizens is beginning to 
take place out there in our States and 
communities. Let me, to the extent 
that I can, say to the seniors who are 
listening to those who would like to 
make you believe that they are really 
here arguing to save Social Security, 
suggest to you that what they are real-
ly arguing about is that they don’t 
want a constitutional amendment to 
balance the budget and they have now 
hit on what I perceive to be a risky 
gimmick in an effort to frighten sen-
iors and by that approach defeat a con-
stitutional balanced budget amend-
ment. 

I might say to the seniors of this 
country, it is now the almost universal 

consensus of those who look at the 
next 25 years that the most important 
thing for senior citizens and the best 
effect on the trust fund is that this 
economy grow and grow and grow and 
that we have low inflation and sus-
tained economic growth. Those who 
have worked for decades, looking at 
what is going to happen to Social Secu-
rity and putting into that all of the 
mix that goes into it to see what they 
can project, without exception they 
testify here and everywhere, do not for-
get that you must have a sustained and 
growing economy for these numbers to 
be believable about the validity of this 
trust fund in the future. 

Having said that, it would appear 
that balancing the American budget 
and keeping it balanced is probably in 
and of itself the single most important 
factor—not the only factor, but the 
single most important factor—to pro-
ductivity, growth, and prosperity when 
you already have a $5 trillion accumu-
lated series of deficits which now equal 
the debt. 

So let nobody be fooled, for those 
who want to inject Social Security and 
are trying to take it off the budget of 
the United States, the risk is we will 
never get a balanced budget. It is my 
honest opinion that it was not an over-
statement of the case when 29 budgets 
were piled up here. In fact, I didn’t 
have time to ask somebody, but how 
many times in those 29 budgets can 
Presidents say, ‘‘I am giving you a bal-
anced budget?’’ How many times after 
they were presented did Congresses of 
the United States say, ‘‘Oh, we are 
going to do better, we are giving you a 
balanced budget″? It never happened. 
And it will not happen. In fact, we are 
all dedicated to getting it balanced by 
2002. But I am suggesting, as one who is 
as dedicated to that mission as anyone 
here, that you are far more apt to get 
it and keep it with the organic law of 
this land saying that is the way it is 
going to be, it is the law of the land. 

Having said that, let me see if I can 
convince senior citizens and those in 
this body who are worried about the 
issue of should you have Social Secu-
rity on budget or off budget. 

First, just from the standpoint of a 
budget, you know Social Security is 
now the largest program in America. 
The tax for it is the largest single tax 
on America and Americans of all the 
entourage and litany of taxes we have. 
Literally 55 to 60 percent of the public 
pay more in Social Security and Medi-
care taxes, I say to my friend occu-
pying the chair, pay more in that tax 
than they pay in income taxes. 

Just from the standpoint of a budget, 
doesn’t it seem kind of strange that 
you would say Americans should have 
a budget and it should be balanced, 
but, oh, let us take all of that big pro-
gram that I have just described and all 
of those taxes and let us just take 
them off the budget? 

So it is rather ironic that we speak of 
budgets and leave all of that which is 
so important to our future, so impor-
tant to our young people who have 
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jobs—because the taxes there must be 
compared with what? With the taxes 
that the rest of society imposes on us. 
You cannot leave those taxes and those 
payments out there untouched, unre-
lated as if they have nothing to do with 
the corporate income tax and the indi-
vidual income tax and the State taxes. 
They are all related, and they should 
all be part of our budget as we look at 
it. 

Now, I am not sufficiently versed in 
economics, but I have learned some-
thing because New Mexicans have sent 
me here long enough that, if nothing 
else, by osmosis I learn something 
about it because I sit there with my 
colleagues most of the time and they 
talk and I listen. Frankly, the United 
States made a decision that to be real 
about its budget, you ought to use a 
unified budget. We decided that more 
than two decades ago. And it serves us 
very well in trying to look at the effect 
of taxes and expenditures on the Amer-
ican economy and our people. 

Therefore, point No. 1. For those who 
are talking about gimmicks to frighten 
us into not passing the constitutional 
amendment, the first thing that is hap-
pening that is very, very dangerous is 
they are denying senior citizens the 
most significant tool to assure the suc-
cess of Social Security. 

Now, a second point. 
Since Social Security is on budget 

now and it has a surplus now and the 
surplus will go away at some point in 
the future and we will be starting to 
spend that, there are some now who are 
saying to seniors we better take it off 
budget so they cannot spend it. Get it. 
Take it off budget so they cannot spend 
it. Take it off budget so you cannot 
borrow from it. 

Listen for a minute. You take the So-
cial Security trust fund. It is defined 
by statute law. It is not going to be in 
the Constitution. Who defines statute 
law? Who defines statute law? Con-
gress. Congress defines statute law. So 
you take off a huge amount of money 
and a huge amount of taxes and you 
say it is no longer in this budget be-
cause we do not want anybody to spend 
it or borrow it. 

Friends, in particular senior citizens, 
do you believe your trust fund is pro-
tected by being out there all alone, 
running up huge surpluses, subject to 
whom? Who can spend it? Who can 
spend that surplus? Oh, the same Con-
gress that has been creating all these 
deficits. 

You mean they cannot spend it? 
somebody is going to stand up and ask. 
Of course, they can. All they have to do 
is pass a statute and spend that sur-
plus. On what? On what? Right now 
you have to invest it in Treasury bills 
of the United States. But I say to our 
friend from Michigan, over the next 20 
years as that surplus is there and as 
Congress feels the pinch of not having 
money to spend over here and perhaps 
a Medicare system that is really hurt-
ing; 6 years from now we have not 
helped it very much, or 8, and it is 

hurting for money to pay the bills, 
what do you think is going to happen? 
Congress is going to say, well, it is all 
seniors, right? Let us spend $48 billion 
for what we need for the next 6 months 
for Medicare. Let us take it out of the 
trust fund. 

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator from 
New Mexico yield for a question? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course, 
Mr. GORTON. Is that not exactly one 

of the forms of risky gimmicks that 
the Senator spoke of should we adopt 
this amendment? 

Mr. DOMENICI. My friend, it is the 
biggest potential gimmick I have ever 
seen. And let me tell you, if there are 
those who say this cannot happen, I 
will give you one. The President in this 
year’s budget decided that another 
trust fund, the Medicare trust fund—in 
this case it was running out of money, 
but the President decided I am going to 
tell Congress to just take out $82 bil-
lion of the expenditures that are in 
that trust fund, right, by fiat, by law. 
Who is going to do that? Congress is 
going to pass a law, he says, take out 
the $82 billion and let somebody else 
pay for it. 

Now, if you can do that, you can take 
a trust fund that is very solvent and do 
the exact same thing. A President says, 
well, look, it is going to take us 5 more 
years to fix this Medicare mess so why 
not just borrow from that trust fund. It 
is sitting out there. It is all alone, 
right, and we do not want to count it 
over here on our budget because we 
thought it was really going to be pro-
tected if we took it out there, and lo 
and behold, that budget could have 
that very same thing in it. That is the 
real kind of gimmick that is going to 
be used. 

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator from 
New Mexico yield to another more gen-
eral question? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure. 
Mr. GORTON. Am I not correct in re-

membering that we went through ex-
actly this same debate 2 years ago at 
the time at which the balanced budget 
constitutional amendment ultimately 
was defeated by one vote in the Cham-
ber of the Senate? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely. 
Mr. GORTON. And we heard all of the 

same alarms from those who ulti-
mately opposed the balanced budget 
amendment about the future of Social 
Security at that point? 

Mr. DOMENICI. No question about it. 
Mr. GORTON. Now, perhaps my 

friend from New Mexico, who is the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
and who has totally immersed himself 
in these problems, has a better memory 
than I have, but does the Senator from 
New Mexico remember any proposal 
after the defeat of the constitutional 
amendment last time by those who op-
posed it that would buttress or build up 
the Social Security trust fund, any 
changes in eligibility, any increases in 
the payroll tax or not? I remember no 
attempts in this last 2 years to do any-
thing about this imminent or future in-

solvency of the Social Security trust 
fund. Does my friend from New Mexico? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I think the Senator 
is absolutely correct. 

Mr. GORTON. So is it the net result 
of the defeat of the constitutional 
amendment 2 years ago that we are 
simply 2 years closer to the insolvency 
of the Social Security trust fund and 
the Medicare hospital insurance trust 
fund? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely right, 
without a question. 

Mr. GORTON. Is it not also true that 
all of those, almost all of those who op-
posed the balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment 2 years ago told us 
all that was required to balance the 
budget was courage and dedication on 
the part of the Congress itself? Is that 
not pretty much the message that we 
constantly get from them? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is absolutely 
right. 

Mr. GORTON. And did we not take 
them up on that proposal and did we 
not, in fact, pass through the Congress 
of the United States a budget that 
would have been balanced by the year 
specified in the constitutional amend-
ment and would have postponed for an 
extended period of time the insolvency 
of the Medicare hospital insurance 
trust fund? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely. 
Mr. GORTON. And was that not op-

posed by all of the people who opposed 
the constitutional amendment with the 
single exception of the then Senator 
from Oregon and vetoed by the Presi-
dent of the United States? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I think that is right. 
I might also say to the Senator I am 

going to give myself enough latitude so 
that I know I am right, but I think 
that same balanced budget to which 
the Senator alludes, if carried out and 
all of the changes made in it and pro-
jected it out beyond that time, would 
be balanced 3 years, no longer than 3 
years thereafter without using the So-
cial Security trust fund. 

So what I am saying, you put your-
self on a trend line by entitlement re-
form to where you cannot get to bal-
ance without the Social Security trust 
fund in the process of accomplishing 
your major goal of getting it balanced 
within the unified budget with every-
thing on budget. 

Mr. GORTON. And is it not also true 
that whether this constitutional 
amendment passed or not, there would 
be no impact on the actual total spend-
ing of the Government of the United 
States or the total receipts of the 
United States; we would simply pre-
tend that the largest single spending 
and social program were not a part of 
a budget or of balancing the budget? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is exactly 
right. 

Mr. GORTON. And then in several 
years, in a few years when the Social 
Security trust fund is paying out more 
money than it is taking in, Congress 
would be able to pretend that the budg-
et was balanced when, in fact, we were 
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running a huge deficit in the Social Se-
curity trust fund. And, in fact, the So-
cial Security trust fund could go abso-
lutely bankrupt, could it not, and yet 
under that proposal the budget would 
still be balanced? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor-
rect. In fact, I did not bring to the floor 
a chart showing that, but it is one of 
the wonderful, factual presentations 
about how, after a few years, what they 
have been talking about down here, 
about ‘‘the Social Security fund ought 
to be off budget so we can handle our 
matters within the rest of the budget 
and how we can protect its solvency,’’ 
it turns out that down the line a lit-
tle—and if we do a constitutional 
amendment, it is going to be down the 
line for a long time, it should be here 
forever—when the Social Security fund 
starts to spend out and go in the red, 
guess what we can do? We can let it go 
right on in the red and spend. But over 
here on the rest of the budget, which 
we call the unified budget less Social 
Security, you can spend so much 
money in that budget and still be in 
balance because you are not charged 
with the deficit in Social Security. It is 
billions, about 18 or 20 years from now. 
You are going to be able to spend on 
this unified budget, less Social Secu-
rity, something like $7 trillion more 
than you are currently expecting to 
spend, and be in balance, because you 
let this other big deficit occur and you 
do not do anything about it. 

I want to add one thing. You could 
have asked me, ‘‘Senator, when you 
have this trust fund sitting out here all 
by itself and it starts to go in the red, 
because we did not have the guts to fix 
it, and over here is the rest of this 
budget, it has been kind of wallowing 
around, now, Congress gets together 
and says, ‘How do we fix that Social 
Security?’’’ Guess what, they can bor-
row money without being subject to 
the constitutional amendment and put 
it in that trust fund. They could bor-
row $5 trillion. And guess what we 
would be doing? We would be getting 
ourselves right back in the mess of bor-
rowing to pay deficits. 

Mr. GORTON. That $5 trillion figure, 
you did not pull that out of thin air, 
did you? That is what the indicators 
show we would have? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct. And, 
frankly, I have to say, in all honesty— 
I had a group of seniors I talked to 
today. They said to me, ‘‘You may be 
right, and you may be more right than 
them.’’ But then they said, ‘‘Can’t Con-
gress, if you take it off budget, can’t 
you just pass a law so none of these 
terrible things will happen to this won-
derful trust fund?″ 

And I said, ‘‘By asking me if we could 
pass a law, you have just answered 
your own question. Of course we 
could.’’ But Congress makes the laws 
and Congress changes the laws. Con-
sequently, we could protect it by stat-
ute and then, when it got in trouble, we 
could unprotect it by statute. But if 
you insist that it be counted in the 

unified budget, then what you are say-
ing is when money is spent out of it, it 
counts. And you have to find, within a 
budget, some cuts to make up for it. 
And that is especially the case when 
Social Security starts to go in the red, 
if it does, and probably at some period 
in its history it will for awhile. 

Mr. GORTON. In summary, then, I 
ask my friend from New Mexico, that is 
just one of the reasons that this pro-
posed change in the balanced budget 
constitutional amendment is a risky 
gimmick, and the risk is to Social Se-
curity and its beneficiaries themselves; 
is that not correct? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is absolutely 
right. 

Mr. GORTON. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. DOMENICI. So I want to wrap up 

my few minutes. I thank the Senator 
for his questions which made my pres-
entation far more understandable than 
had I gone on rambling for 15 minutes. 

But essentially the truth of the mat-
ter is, if the risky gimmick being of-
fered by some defeats the constitu-
tional amendment, that will inure to 
the detriment of senior citizens, for we 
will probably never have a sustained 
and long-term balanced budget, and 
that is what Social Security needs 
more than anything else. 

Second, the risky gimmick is to take 
it off budget and subject the entire 
trust fund to the will and whim of Con-
gress and Presidents, without any of 
the discipline that would come from 
the spending and borrowing that you 
must account for within a unified 
budget. 

I have a couple of graphs that explic-
itly show what I have been showing. I 
am going to have them printed in the 
RECORD, especially with respect to 
what happens when Social Security 
starts to spend out more than it has 
taken in, the future amount of money 
that is then available on budget to 
spend without having any effect on the 
budget. 

I yield the floor and thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ABRAHAM). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, are we 
in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are. 
The Senator is authorized to speak for 
up to 5 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New Mexico is one of 
those I admire most in this Chamber. 
He is one of the brightest and most in-
teresting Members to serve with. He 
has demonstrated over many years and 
many disciplines a great knowledge 
and great intellect. I have always en-
joyed serving with him. 

With great respect, I think he is so 
wrong on this issue, but I say that with 
the greatest respect. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator 
for his kind remarks. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want 
to give the other side of exactly the 

issue the Senator from New Mexico has 
just spent some time describing. I say 
this not because I believe my side is 
right and therefore he is here doing 
something untoward. That is not the 
case. I think we have a disagreement 
here about this issue that is very sub-
stantial, and it is very important. I do 
not suggest that someone who does not 
agree with me on this position is out 
here deciding to play games or to take 
a position for anything other than a 
noble purpose. But, by the same token, 
I feel so strongly that the discussion I 
just heard is wrong, I feel compelled to 
correct it, at least from my perspec-
tive. 

Let me describe what we have. We 
have a proposal to change the Con-
stitution of the United States. Some 
refer to it repeatedly as a proposal to 
balance the budget. It will not do that, 
and no one who understands the dif-
ference between a statute and a con-
stitutional change should refer to it as 
balancing the budget. You can change 
the Constitution 2 minutes from now, 
and 3 minutes from now you will not 
have altered by one penny the Federal 
debt or the Federal deficit, and there is 
not anyone in here who would stand up 
and contest that, I would judge. So this 
is not about balancing the budget. It is 
about altering the Constitution. 

I am prepared to alter the Constitu-
tion under certain circumstances, but I 
will not—repeat, not—support an ap-
proach that changes the Constitution 
of the United States in a manner that 
I think will create more problems than 
it solves. 

We have, and will vote for, a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the 
budget. We will all be required to vote 
on a couple of versions of that, one, the 
version proposed by the majority, one, 
a version that I will introduce as a sub-
stitute amendment. So we will have an 
opportunity to vote on a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget. The 
version proposed by the majority says 
this. It says that revenues and expendi-
tures in future years must be relatively 
equal so that you are not running a 
deficit. And that includes counting all 
of the revenues and all of the expendi-
tures. Period. End of description—I 
think a fair description of what the 
majority is proposing. 

The problem with that is this. We 
have a separate program in Govern-
ment, one of the largest programs, 
called the Social Security system. It 
has been a very successful program. 
But we have a demographic problem 
with our Social Security system. We 
have a group of babies born who rep-
resented the largest group of babies 
born in our history, and when they hit 
the retirement rolls, we are going to 
have a significant strain on that sys-
tem. And so, a decision was made some 
years ago to save for that purpose, and 
therefore this year, and last year, and 
next year, to run a surplus, a very sig-
nificant budget surplus in the Social 
Security accounts, only in those ac-
counts, in order to have that available 
to save for the future. 
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The amendment that is being offered 

by the majority is an amendment that 
would say: Let’s not distinguish be-
tween one dollar and another dollar. 
Yes, we’re running a surplus in Social 
Security, but it doesn’t matter. We can 
use the surplus of Social Security to 
just pay for other spending elsewhere. 

Well, I do not think that is the way 
we say to those with whom we have de-
cided that we are going to provide for 
their future and have a Social Security 
trust fund, I do not think that is the 
way for us to say to them we are meet-
ing our responsibilities. That is not 
meeting our responsibilities. What that 
is doing is allowing us to say we have 
balanced the budget when we have not. 
We have taken trust funds that we said 
would be used for only one purpose and 
brought it to say, now we have bal-
anced the budget. 

I am waiting—and I will ask the 
question again; there is only one other 
Member on the floor—but I would ask 
the question again, and I have not yet 
heard an answer: If under this constitu-
tional amendment and a budget plan 
that is proposed to meet this constitu-
tional amendment of balancing the 
budget, if in the year in which they 
claim they have balanced the budget 
the Federal debt limit must be in-
creased by $130 billion, how do you 
claim you have balanced the budget? 

If you have balanced your family 
budget, do you have to borrow more 
money? I would not think so. If you 
have balanced your business budget, 
would you have to borrow more 
money? I do not think so. Why, in this 
plan, in the year in which they say 
they balance the budget, does the Con-
gressional Budget Office tell us in that 
very year they have to increase the 
Federal debt limit by $130 billion? 
Why? Can anybody tell me? They have 
not told me for a couple weeks because 
there is not an answer to that. There is 
not an answer. 

The answer, if everyone here were 
honest, would be that this is not truly 
balancing the budget. The budget will 
be called in balance, they will describe 
it as in balance, and the Federal debt 
will continue to increase. So the folks 
who moved the Federal debt clock 
around that shows how the Federal 
debt is increasing will still have a 
clock that keeps ticking. The Federal 
debt will keep rising. I do not under-
stand that. 

I would like us to balance the Fed-
eral budget. I think there is a compel-
ling reason for us to balance the Fed-
eral budget. In fact, the budget deficit 
is down 60 percent in the last 4 years in 
part because some of us have had the 
courage to cast hard votes, votes that 
were not popular. I am glad I did it. 
They were not very popular votes, but 
we cast the votes to bring the budget 
deficit down. 

But the job is not done. The job is 
half done. We need to finish the job. We 
can alter the Constitution, but that 
will not finish the job. The only way 
this job gets finished is if individual 

men and women in the U.S. Senate 
make spending and taxing decisions 
that say we want to balance the budg-
et. When they say to their constitu-
ents, ‘‘We’ve balanced the budget,’’ and 
then must confess to their bankers 
back home, ‘‘But, yes, we increased the 
Federal debt by $130 billion,’’ no one 
here can claim that with a straight 
face, unless they have no sense of 
humor, that they have done what they 
promised back home they are doing. 

That is the point I am making. If we 
are going to alter the Constitution, let 
us make those changes in the Constitu-
tion in a careful, measured way that 
does not create more problems than it 
solves. 

My time is up. I will be on the floor 
for a few minutes and perhaps have 
some other discussion. I know another 
Senator is waiting to discuss this. But, 
Mr. President, this is an important 
issue. We are finally talking about 
what we ought to talk about. And I 
hope we can have some exchange of 
views in the coming days on this very 
subject because this is not a nuisance 
issue. This is not a nettlesome issue or 
some tiny, little issue. This is a tril-
lion-dollar issue that deals with people 
who earn paychecks and pay taxes, ex-
pecting certain results from them, and 
a trillion-dollar issue that deals with 
senior citizens on Social Security who 
expect something from that program as 
well. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. HUTCHINSON per-
taining to the introduction of S. 328 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

THE CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak on an issue of great im-
portance to our national security: the 
Chemical Weapons Convention. 

This convention, which is commonly 
known as the CWC, has been a high pri-
ority for the past three administra-
tions, and is a perfect example of a bi-
partisan foreign and security policy 
issue. It was negotiated beginning 
under President Reagan, it was signed 
under President Bush, and the Clinton 
administration is now seeking Senate 
advice and consent to its ratification. 

The United States has always taken 
the lead on negotiating the CWC, and 
we should soon have before us an op-
portunity to improve the security of 
our Nation and of the world by ratify-
ing this convention. Some 160 countries 
have already signed the CWC, and more 
than 65 have ratified it—including all 
our major NATO allies and China. It 
will enter into force on April 29 of this 
year, whether or not we ratify it. But 
our ratification will make a big dif-
ference in the effect the treaty has on 
us and on the effectiveness of the trea-
ty worldwide. 

Mr. President, let me summarize 
what the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion will do: it will drastically reduce 
the stockpiles of chemical weapons; re-
quire the destruction of chemical 
weapon production facilities; provide 
for the most intrusive verification pro-
cedures ever negotiated—including 
challenge on-site inspections; improve 
our intelligence of foreign chemical 
weapon activities; require domestic 
laws that will permit nations to inves-
tigate and prosecute chemical weapon 
activities; and, perhaps most impor-
tantly, make it much more difficult for 
rogue nations or terrorists to make or 
acquire chemical weapons. 

As the Defense Department leader-
ship and the Joint Chiefs of Staff have 
testified on numerous occasions over 
several years: this convention is in our 
national security interest, and we 
should ratify it as soon as possible. 

Mr. President, on January 22 the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee held a 
nomination hearing for our former col-
league, Senator Bill Cohen, to be the 
Secretary of Defense. That afternoon 
the Senate voted unanimously to con-
firm him by a vote of 99–0. He is now 
the new Secretary of Defense, and I am 
looking forward to working with him 
on the many important and chal-
lenging national security issues that 
will come before the Armed Services 
Committee and before the Senate. 

I want to share with my colleagues 
the comments of then Secretary-des-
ignate Cohen about the CWC, because 
it is important that we consider the 
views of the President’s chief defense 
adviser. 

At his nomination hearing, Senator 
Cohen made three important points 
about the CWC. 

First, he told the Committee ‘‘wheth-
er we ratify it or not, we are engaged 
in the unilateral disarmament of chem-
ical weapons. We are eliminating all 
our stocks of chemical weapons, and 
they will be completely gone by the 
year 2004. That was initiated under the 
administration of Ronald Reagan. So, 
whether we sign it or not, we are get-
ting rid of ours.’’ 

Second, he told us that whether we 
sign it or not, the convention will go 
into effect. Given that fact, it makes 
sense for us to ratify the treaty and to 
take part in making the rules by which 
it will be implemented, as well as hav-
ing our own inspectors on the inspec-
tion teams. 

Third, he told the Committee that 
the American chemical industry stands 
to lose up to $600 million in sales if we 
do not ratify because of sanctions 
which were intended for rogue nations 
but which will apply to our industry 
and prevent it from selling precursor 
chemicals to signatory nations. 

Secretary-designate Cohen concluded 
that it is in our national interest to 
ratify the CWC because we are already 
getting rid of our chemical weapons, 
and by ratifying we can help assure 
that other countries which ratify the 
CWC will get rid of theirs. Those are 
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three points I hope our colleagues will 
keep in mind as the Senate considers 
the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

Prior to his confirmation hearing be-
fore the Armed Services Committee, 
Secretary-designate Cohen had an op-
portunity to provide a more com-
prehensive explanation of his support 
for the CWC. I would like to share 
those views with our colleagues be-
cause they clearly enumerate why the 
CWC is in our national security inter-
ests. 

Here is the committee’s question and 
Senator Cohen’s answer: 

Question. The President has made ratifica-
tion of the Chemical Weapons Convention a 
very high priority for early Senate action. 
The Convention will enter into force on April 
29, 1997, and ratification must occur prior to 
that date for the U.S. to be an original party. 

Do you agree that ratification of the CWC 
is very much in our national security inter-
est and do you support the goal of ratifica-
tion prior to the April 29 deadline? 

Answer. Yes. The CWC, as both a disar-
mament and nonproliferation treaty, is very 
much in our national security interests be-
cause it establishes an international man-
date for the destruction of chemical weapons 
(CW) stockpiles. Congress has mandated that 
the Army, as executive agent for CW de-
struction, eliminate its unitary CW, which 
constitute the bulk of its CW stockpile, by 31 
December 2004. That destruction process is 
well under way at the CW destruction facili-
ties at JOHNSTON Atoll and Tooele, UT. The 
CWC mandates that state parties destroy, 
under a strict verification regime, their en-
tire CW stockpiles within 10 years after the 
Convention enters into force (April 2007). 
Given that the U.S. does not need CW for its 
security, and given that we are currently le-
gally committed to eliminating unilaterally 
the vast majority of our CW stockpile, com-
mon sense suggests that it would be pref-
erable to secure a commitment from other 
nations to do the same; prohibits the devel-
opment, retention, storage, preparations for 
use, and use of CW. These expansive prohibi-
tions establish a broadly accepted inter-
national norm that will form a basis for 
international action against those states 
parties that violate the CWC. Unlike the 1925 
Geneva Protocol, which only bans the use of 
CW in war, the CWC: includes a verification 
regime; restricts the export of certain dual- 
use CW precursor chemicals to non-state par-
ties; prohibits assisting other states, organi-
zations, or personnel in acquiring CW; and 
requires state parties to implement legisla-
tion prohibiting its citizens and organiza-
tions from engaging in activities prohibited 
by the Convention. The CWC also contains 
mechanisms for recommending multilateral 
sanctions, including recourse to the UN Se-
curity Council; increases the probability of 
detecting militarily significant violations of 
the CWC. While no treaty is 100% verifiable, 
the CWC contains complementary and over-
lapping declaration and inspection require-
ments. These requirements increase the 
probability of detecting militarily signifi-
cant violations of the Convention. While de-
tecting illicit production of small quantities 
of CW will be extremely difficult, it is easier 
to detect large scale production, filling and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons. Over time, 
through declaration, routine inspections, 
fact-finding, consultation, and challenge in-
spection mechanisms, the CWC’s verification 
regime should prove effective in providing 
information on significant CW programs that 
would not otherwise be available; hinders the 
development of clandestine CW stockpiles. 
Through systematic on-site verification, rou-

tine declarations and trade restrictions, the 
Convention makes it more difficult for 
would-be proliferators to acquire, from CWC 
state parties precursor chemicals required 
for developing chemical weapons. The mutu-
ally supportive trade restrictions and 
verification provisions of the Convention in-
crease the transparency of CW-relevant ac-
tivities. These provisions will provide the 
U.S. with otherwise unavailable information 
that will facilitate U.S. detection and moni-
toring of illicit CW activities. 

I strongly support the Chemical Weapons 
Convention and the goal of U.S. ratification 
of the Convention by 29 April 1997, and I un-
derstand that the Department of Defense 
shares that view. U.S. ratification of the 
CWC prior to this date will ensure that the 
U.S. receives one of the 41 seats on the Exec-
utive Council of the Organization for the 
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW), 
the international organization that will 
oversee CWC implementation. Early ratifica-
tion will also ensure that U.S. citizens will 
fill key positions within the OPCW and act 
as inspectors for the Organization. Direct 
U.S. involvement and leadership will ensure 
the efficacy and efficiency of the OPCW dur-
ing the critical early stages of the Conven-
tion’s implementation. The U.S., upon ratifi-
cation and implementation of the CWC, will 
also receive CW-related information from 
other state parties. As a state party and a 
member of the Executive Council, the U.S. 
will be in the best position to assure the ef-
fective implementation of the Convention’s 
verification provisions. 

Mr. President, this is a very strong 
and persuasive statement of support 
for the Chemical Weapons Convention. 
I urge my colleagues to consider Sec-
retary Cohen’s views. We should take 
up the CWC for advice and consent to 
ratification without delay. 

Mr. President, I want to provide an 
additional item for the record, and will 
ask unanimous consent at the conclu-
sion of my remarks that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The additional item is a letter from 
Dr. Lori Esposito Murray, Special Ad-
viser to the President and ACDA Direc-
tor on the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion, to this Senator dated January 14, 
1997. This letter provided a review of a 
number of issues concerning the CWC 
where there was some confusion during 
our consideration last September. I 
think this letter is a useful contribu-
tion to the Senate debate. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
take up the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion early enough to permit ratifica-
tion before the April 29 deadline. I hope 
the Senate leadership can make sure 
the Senate has an opportunity to exer-
cise its unique constitutional responsi-
bility for advice and consent to treaty 
ratification. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
item I referred to previously be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND, 
DISARMAMENT AGENCY, 

Washington, DC, January 14, 1997. 
DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: We understand that 

the Center for Security Policy recently re-
circulated to you a letter on the Chemical 
Weapons Convention (CWC) dated September 

6, 1996 that had originally been sent to Ma-
jority Leader Lott. The letter urges Senator 
Lott to reject ratification of the CWC ‘‘un-
less it is made genuinely global, effective, 
and verifiable.’’ Since the letter contains 
significant misinformation about the Con-
vention, we thought the following informa-
tion might be helpful as you assess this vital 
treaty. 

Misstatement: ‘‘The CWC is not effective 
because it does not ban or control possession 
of all chemicals that could be used for lethal 
purposes. For example, it does not prohibit 
two chemical agents that were employed 
with deadly effect in World War I—phosgene 
and hydrogen cyanide.’’ 

Fact: Phosgene and hydrogen cyanide are 
covered by the Convention and are explicitly 
listed on the Schedule of Chemicals (Sched-
ule 3). Moreover, the CWC definition of a 
chemical weapon covers all toxic chemicals 
and their precursors ‘‘except where intended 
for purposes not prohibited under this Con-
vention, as long as the types and quantities 
are consistent with such purposes.’’ Further-
more, the CWC also includes provisions to 
expand the lists of chemicals subject to dec-
laration and verification as new CW agents 
are identified and to improve verification 
procedures and equipment as technology and 
experience improve. 

Misstatement: ‘‘The CWC is not global 
since many dangerous nations (for example, 
Iran, Syria, North Korea, and Libya) have 
not agreed to join the treaty regime.’’ 

Fact: Of the approximately twenty coun-
tries believed to have or to be seeking a CW 
program, more than two thirds already have 
signed the CWC. It is unlikely that those 
outside the regime would join if the United 
States also remained outside, giving them 
political cover. Additionally, the CWC goes 
further than any other multilateral agree-
ment to date in applying pressure on nonsig-
natories to join the regime. 

Along with the political and diplomatic 
muscle that a multilateral arms control 
agreement provides against rogue states, the 
CWC explicitly applies trade restrictions to 
states that are not Parties to the CWC. The 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, which relied sole-
ly on diplomatic pressure to encourage 
states to join, went from 43 State Parties in 
1970 to 184 in 1997. The CWC already has 67 
State Parties and 160 signatories, Iran 
among them. Most recently, China’s Par-
liament approved the CWC and the Russian 
Duma passed its CW destruction plan. With-
out the CWC, these rogue states would pro-
ceed, business as usual, in their efforts to ac-
quire chemical weapons. With the CWC, not 
only will we know more about what they are 
doing, but it will be harder for them to do it, 
and it will cost them—even if they hold off 
on joining. 

Misstatement: ‘‘The CWC is not verifiable 
as the U.S. intelligence community has re-
peatedly acknowledged in congressional tes-
timony.’’ 

Fact: The Clinton Administration has de-
termined that the CWC is effectively 
verifiable because, among other things, it 
will facilitate the ability of our Intelligence 
Community to detect significant violations 
in a timely manner. The Intelligence Com-
munity has emphasized in its testimony that 
the CWC provides additional tools to do a job 
we would have to do anyway with or without 
the CWC—track and control the spread of 
chemical weapons worldwide. 

Misstatement: ‘‘. . . governments tend to 
look the other way at evidence of non-com-
pliance rather than jeopardize a treaty re-
gime.’’ 

Fact: Our recent experience with the North 
Korean nuclear program demonstrates that 
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governments can and will respond to evi-
dence of non-compliance and rally to uphold 
the integrity of an arms control agreement, 
in this case the Non-Proliferation Treaty. In-
deed, the very existence of multilateral arms 
control agreements provides a legal and po-
litical basis for taking action against 
proliferators. 

Misstatement: ‘‘The CWC will create a 
massive new, UN-style international inspec-
tion bureaucracy (which will help the total 
cost of this treaty to U.S. taxpayers amount 
to as much as $200 million per year).’’ 

Fact: The Congressional Budget Office es-
timates that the costs to the U.S. taxpayer 
to comply with the declaration, inspection, 
and verification procedures of the CWC 
would average $33 million per year, not $200 
million. These activities would include pay-
ing our $25 million assessment to the CWC 
implementing organization. The United 
States has worked diligently to ensure that 
the organization contains only those ele-
ments essential to the completion of the 
task. This contribution is certainly worth 
the investment in reducing the risk that our 
troops will face poison gas on the battlefield. 

Misstatement: ‘‘The CWC will jeopardize 
U.S. citizens’ constitutional rights by requir-
ing the U.S. Government to permit searches 
without either warrants or probable cause.’’ 

Fact: The Administration expects that ac-
cess to private facilities will be granted vol-
untarily for the vast majority of inspections 
under the CWC. If this is not the case, the 
United States Government will obtain a 
search warrant prior to an inspection in 
order to ensure that there will be no tram-
pling of constitutional rights. 

Misstatement: ‘‘As many as 8,000 compa-
nies across the country may be subjected to 
new reporting requirements entailing un-
compensated annual costs between thou-
sands to hundreds of thousands of dollars per 
year to comply.’’ 

Fact: The CWC will affect approximately 
2,000 not 8,000 companies. Approximately 
1,800 of these companies will not have to do 
anything more than check a box regarding 
production range. They will not even be re-
quired to specify which chemicals they 
produce. No information will be required re-
garding imports, exports, or domestic ship-
ments. The CWC provisions covering com-
mercial facilities were developed with the 
active participation of industry representa-
tives. The chemical industry has long sup-
ported the CWC. In fact, the biggest expense 
to industry could come as the result of the 
United States not ratifying the CWC. The 
CWC’s trade restrictions for non-Parties will 
apply to the United States if we have not 
ratified the Convention by entry into force 
in April 1997. According to the Chemical 
Manufacturer’s Association, these trade re-
strictions could place at risk $600 million in 
export sales. 

The Chemical Weapons Convention will en-
hance U.S. security. No one disputes that the 
spread of weapons of mass destruction to 
rogue states and terrorists is among the 
gravest security challenges we face in the 
post Cold War era. We will need every avail-
able tool to respond to it successfully. The 
CWC is just such a tool. As Secretary of De-
fense Perry and Attorney General Reno have 
stated, ‘‘To increase the battlefield safety of 
our troops and to fight terror here and 
around the globe, the Senate should ratify 
the Chemical Weapons Convention now.’’ 
General Shalikashvili, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, has also testified, ‘‘The 
non-proliferation aspect of the Convention 
will retard the spread of chemical weapons 
and in so doing reduce the probability that 
U.S. forces may encounter chemical weapons 
in a regional conflict.’’ 

The Chemical Weapons Convention is 
mainly about other countries’ chemical 

weapons, not our own. The United States has 
already made the decision to get out of the 
chemical weapons business. In fact, we are 
currently destroying the vase majority of 
our chemical weapons stockpile, and the 
Chemical Weapons Convention will require 
other countries to do the same. 

As noted above, the Chemical Weapons 
Convention has the strong support of indus-
try. The impact on small business, in par-
ticular, will be negligible. But should the 
United States fail to ratify the CWC, trade 
restrictions originally intended to put pres-
sure on rogue states would be imposed on 
U.S. chemical companies. 

The United States has been a consistent 
and strong world leader in the 25-year effort 
to ban these horrific and indiscriminate 
weapons. This effort, which culminated in 
President Bush’s success in concluding the 
CWC, has had strong bipartisan support over 
the years. 

I urge your support for this Convention 
and hope the Senate will act promptly and 
favorably so that the United States can be 
among the original parties to the Convention 
when it comes into force on April 29, 1997. 

Sincerely, 
LORI ESPOSITO MURRAY, 

Special Adviser to the President. 

f 

REGULATIONS REGARDING STAFF 
ACCESS TO THE SENATE FLOOR 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, yester-
day, the Rules Committee approved an 
amendment to the Regulations Con-
trolling the Admission of Employees of 
Senators and Senate Committees to 
the Senate Floor. 

The amendment to the regulations 
regarding staff floor access provides 
full floor access for leadership staff and 
committee staff directors and chief 
counsels. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter from Senators LOTT and DASCHLE to 
Ranking Member FORD and myself be 
printed in the RECORD along with the 
amended Regulations Controlling the 
Admission of Employees of Senators 
and Senate Committees to the Senate 
Floor. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, February 3, 1997. 

Hon. JOHN WARNER, 
Chairman. 

Hon. WENDELL H. FORD, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Rules and Ad-

ministration, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN AND SENATOR FORD: 

Senator Byrd wrote us a thoughtful letter 
last December that dealt with what he char-
acterized as ‘‘a small but important matter: 
decorum in the Senate.’’ We share Senator 
Byrd’s view ‘‘of the importance of maintain-
ing proper order in the Senate at all times’’ 
and wish to encourage the Committee on 
Rules and Administration to recommend a 
method for better management of staff ac-
cess to the Chamber. We understand the Ser-
geant at Arms has developed such a proposal 
which has merit and is deserving of a rapid 
review by the Committee. 

Senators often require their staff to assist 
them in the Senate Chamber, and Senators 
must continue to have access to their staff 
when they determine it is necessary. We 
would in no way wish to limit Senators’ 
rights in this regard. Indeed, Senators may 
at any time request unanimous consent to 

grant a staff member the privileges of the 
Floor, and we would not support limiting 
that right in any way. Door keepers in the 
Chamber should urge staff to use the seating 
provided rather than lean against the walls. 

We feel confident that the Committee pro-
posal will protect the important balance be-
tween Senators’ individual rights and the 
needs of the larger body. 

Sincerely, 
TRENT LOTT. 
TOM DASCHLE. 

REGULATIONS CONTROLLING THE ADMISSION OF 
EMPLOYEES OF SENATORS AND SENATE COM-
MITTEES TO THE SENATE FLOOR 
1. Of those persons entitled to the privilege 

of the Senate Floor, under Rule XXIII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, card admis-
sions henceforth will apply solely to employ-
ees of Senators and Committees. All cards for 
admission to the Senate Floor, currently in pos-
session of Senators or officers and employees of 
the Senate under previous rules, shall be with-
drawn by the Sergeant at Arms. 

2. Senators and Committee Chairman are 
requested to prepare and forward to the Ser-
geant at Arms a list of those staff and Com-
mittee employees who may have reason to 
apply for a Floor Pass in the actual dis-
charge of their official duties. These provi-
sions will not deprive any employee of the 
privilege of the Senate Floor if he is entitled 
thereto under Rule XXIII. They will, how-
ever, permit closer supervision over employ-
ees admitted to the Senate Floor. 

3. Serially numbered cards, referred to as 
Floor Passes, will be retained at an admis-
sion table in the foyer of the Vice Presi-
dent’s Entrance to the Senate Floor. This 
table will be manned by a representative of 
the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate from 
one-half hour before each daily session until 
one-half hour after recess or adjournment. 
When the actual discharge of their official 
duties requires their presence on the Senate 
Floor, employees of Senators and Commit-
tees, otherwise entitled to admittance under 
Rule XXIII, will apply to the attendant at 
the designated table for a Floor Pass. 

4. Admission cards under the system will 
be available at the admission table in quan-
tities as follows: 

All Committees of the Senate, Including 
Joint Committees—4 cards to each Com-
mittee having jurisdiction of pending legisla-
tion. 

All Committees of the Senate, including 
Joint Committees—2 cards to each Com-
mittee for official duties, with a 15-minute 
limitation. 

Staffs of individual Senators—2 cards for 
each Senator and the Vice President. 

Although two admission cards are provided 
for the qualified staff personnel of each Sen-
ator, only one member of a Senator’s staff 
shall be allowed in the Senate Chamber itself 
at any given time, with a time limitation of 
15 minutes if the individual Senator is not 
present. The other card (of different color) 
may be used by an additional member of the 
Senator’s staff only to gain admittance to 
the Senate Lobby (but not the Senate Cham-
ber) for the sole purpose of conferring with 
the Senator. 

Each Committee may request two 15 minute 
Floor passes to be used for the transaction of of-
ficial business. 

Should the occasion arise when an indi-
vidual Senator desires the assistance on the 
Senate Floor of personnel additional to the 
number permitted under the above alloca-
tions, he should request unanimous consent 
to augment the maximum number allowed 
herein. 

5. When an eligible employee presents 
[himself] his Senate identification (ID) card at 
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the admission table, the attendant in charge 
there, as the representative of the Sergeant 
at Arms, will satisfy himself of the appli-
cant’s identity and eligibility before issuing 
a Floor Pass. He will then note, on a special 
roster prepared for the purpose, the name of 
the employee, his office, the nature of his of-
ficial business, and the serial number of the 
card issued to him. When the employee 
leaves the floor he will return the card to the 
above attendant. The latter will replace the 
card in its appropriate place in the rack, 
after noting its return on the roster. If, after 
completion of his business on the Floor, a 
person to whom a Floor Pass was issued fails 
to return the Pass or loses it, that person 
shall not be admitted to the Floor until the 
Floor Pass is returned or its loss is satisfac-
torily explained to the Sergeant at Arms. 

6. In no case shall any Doorkeeper admit to 
the Senate Floor any office employee of a 
Senator or a Committee staff member with-
out a proper and correct visual presentation 
of a Floor Pass. An employee admitted to 
the Senate Floor under these regulations 
shall remain there only as long as necessary 
for the transaction of his official business 
and shall, at all times, while so present, have 
in his possession his Senate ID card and the 
Floor Pass issued to him. While on the Sen-
ate Floor, an employee shall in no way en-
croach upon the areas and privileges re-
served for Senator’s only. When an employ-
ee’s objective is solely to follow the course of 
a pertinent discussion or vote but not to 
render any actual assistance otherwise to his 
Chairman or Senator, he should, under nor-
mal circumstances, observe the proceedings 
from an appropriate place in the Senate Gal-
leries. 

7. At the beginning of all roll-call votes the 
Sergeant at Arms will clear the Senate Floor 
and the lobby of all staff members except 
Senate clerks for whom unanimous consent 
has previously been granted and except the 
staff personnel of the Committee or Commit-
tees associated with the issue involved in the 
roll-call vote shall be permitted to enter or 
remain in the lobby for such purposes. 

8. In addition to the Floor Passes discussed 
above, the Sergeant at Arms of the U.S. Senate 
shall issue to both the Majority and Minority 
Leaders, fourteen Full Floor Access Passes for 
their distribution to and use by their leadership 
staff. These passes will be valid for the duration 
of the Congress. The Sergeant at Arms shall also 
hold at the admission table an additional twen-
ty similar committee staff Full Floor Access 
Passes, ten reserved for use by majority party 
committee staff directors and chief counsels and 
ten reserved for use by minority staff directors 
and chief counsels. The Majority and Minority 
Leader and Committee Chairman are requested 
to prepare and forward to the Sergeant at Arms 
a list of those eligible staff who are authorized 
to use a Full Floor Access Pass. A full Floor Ac-
cess Pass shall entitle eligible staff identified on 
such lists to access the Senate Floor from any 
door. Committee staff Full Floor Access Passes 
are issued on a daily basis beginning one-half 
hour before each session and must be returned 
to the admission table no later than one-half 
hour after recess or adjournment. If a person to 
whom a Committee staff Full Floor Access Pass 
has been issued, fails to return the pass or loses 
it, that person shall not be admitted to the floor 
until the pass is returned or its loss is satisfac-
torily explained to the Sergeant at Arms. 

9. The Sergeant at Arms will be responsible 
for the enforcement of these regulations. He 
shall report to the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration the 
name of any employee who, in the opinion of 
the Sergeant at Arms, is guilty of abusing 
these regulations. 

10. It is not the desire or intention of the 
Committee on Rules and Administration to 
limit assistance by staff personnel to Sen-

ators on the floor. On the contrary, the Com-
mittee believes that these regulations will 
insure adequate opportunity for such assist-
ance and, at the same time, prevent the dis-
traction to orderly proceedings attendant 
upon the presence of superfluous employees 
in the Senate Chamber. All Senators are 
asked to acquaint their employees with the 
scope and purposes of these regulations. 

11. Rules are effective in direct proportion 
to the vigor of their enforcement and the co-
operation demonstrated in compliance. The 
Senators generally have expressed them-
selves in full accord with efforts to diminish 
disorder and confusion caused by the pres-
ence of unnecessary personnel on the Senate 
Floor. It is hoped that all Senators, espe-
cially when serving as the Presiding Officer 
of the Senate, will cooperate with the Ser-
geant at Arms and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration in this endeavor to con-
trol the problem. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM L. HODSON 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with many others in 
Utah who have expressed their appre-
ciation to Bill Hodson, director of the 
Salt Lake City Veterans Medical Cen-
ter. 

Bill recently retired after many 
years of faithful service to our Nation’s 
veterans from New Jersey to Arizona, 
including the last 11 years in Salt Lake 
City. These years have been ones of 
great accomplishment, not just for Bill 
personally, but for the VA. We have all, 
in one way or another, benefited from 
his innovation and determination. In 
1992, Bill received the Secretary’s 
Award for advancement in nursing pro-
grams. 

But, we in Utah owe Bill a particular 
debt of gratitude for his stewardship of 
our Salt Lake VA Medical Center. Bill 
Hodson led the way on a $30 million 
project to renovate the main building 
of the VA Medical Center for patient 
areas and ambulatory care clinics, suc-
cessful management of a dynamic 
heart transplant program, and ex-
panded research and training pro-
grams. The buildings and services that 
Bill has built will be a lasting legacy of 
Bill’s leadership and commitment to 
public service. 

There can be no question that Bill 
was a highly able administrator; but, 
more importantly, his compassion and 
concern for others has earned him a 
special place in the hearts of vet-
erans—and indeed all the citizens of 
Utah. 

Bill Hodson has been active in our 
community, particularly in the Great-
er Salt Lake Council of the Boy Scouts 
of America. This involvement clearly 
shows that he not only honors those 
citizens who have already contributed 
to our country, but also that he be-
lieves in our youth and their capacity 
for contributing to our future. We will 
miss him at the head of the Salt Lake 
VA Medical Center, but look forward to 
his continuing involvement in our com-
munity. 

I hope that as he reads this tribute, 
Bill is already sitting on a nice warm 
beach and enjoying the first well de-

served fruits of retirement. I wish him 
all the best and hope my colleagues 
will join me in recognizing an exem-
plary public servant. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, February 12, the Federal debt 
stood at $5,308,979,863,712.08. 

One year ago, February 12, 1996, the 
Federal debt stood at $4,988,100,000,000. 

Five years ago, February 12, 1992, the 
Federal debt stood at $3,799,009,000,000. 

Ten years ago, February 12, 1987, the 
Federal debt stood at $2,227,183,000,000. 

Fifteen years ago, February 12, 1982, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$1,036,402,000,000 which reflects a debt 
increase of more than $4 trillion 
($4,272,577,863,712.08) during the past 15 
years. 

f 

HERE’S WEEKLY BOX SCORE ON 
U.S. FOREIGN OIL CONSUMPTION 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the 
American Petroleum Institute reports 
that for the week ending February 7, 
the U.S. imported 7,894,000 barrels of 
oil each day, 942,000 barrels more than 
the 6,952,000 imported during the same 
week a year ago. 

Americans relied on foreign oil for 
54.9 percent of their needs last week, 
and there are no signs that the upward 
spiral will abate. Before the Persian 
Gulf war, the United States obtained 
approximately 45 percent of its oil sup-
ply from foreign countries. During the 
Arab oil embargo in the 1970’s, foreign 
oil accounted for only 35 percent of 
America’s oil supply. 

Anybody else interested in restoring 
domestic production of oil—by U.S. 
producers using American workers? 
Politicians had better ponder the eco-
nomic calamity sure to occur in Amer-
ica if and when foreign producers shut 
off our supply—or double the already 
enormous cost of imported oil flowing 
into the United States—now 7,894,000 
barrels a day. 

f 

HONORING THE BREDEHOEFTS ON 
THEIR 50TH WEDDING ANNIVER-
SARY 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, fami-
lies are the cornerstone of America. 
The data are undeniable: Individuals 
from strong families contribute to the 
society. In an era when nearly half of 
all couples married today will see their 
union dissolve into divorce, I believe it 
is both instructive and important to 
honor those who have taken the com-
mitment of ‘‘till death us do part’’ seri-
ously, demonstrating successfully the 
timeless principles of love, honor, and 
fidelity. These characteristics make 
our country strong. 

For these important reasons, I rise 
today to honor Mildred and Eldred 
Bredehoeft of Concordia, Missouri, who 
on April 6, 1997, will celebrate their 
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50th wedding anniversary. My wife, 
Janet, and I look forward to the day we 
can celebrate a similar milestone. Mil-
dred and Eldred’s commitment to the 
principles and values of their marriage 
deserves to be saluted and recognized. 

f 

TERM LIMITS 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, first I 
would like to thank my colleague from 
Missouri for taking the lead on this im-
portant issue of term-limits. Term-lim-
its has been a concern of the people of 
Colorado for many years. They have 
said time and time again that the hour 
has come for Congressional term-limits 
and I share this belief. That is why I 
am a proud sponsor of Senate Joint 
Resolution 16, the Ashcroft-Thompson 
Term Limitation bill which limits Rep-
resentatives to 6 years in the House 
and Senators to 12 years in the Senate. 

In 1990 with 71 percent of the vote, 
the State of Colorado was the first 
State to pass a constitutional amend-
ment limiting the number of years for 
Congressional Members—12 years in 
the House of Representatives and 12 
years in the Senate. Four years later, 
Colorado passed a more restrictive 
term limit initiative of 6 years in the 
House and 12 years in the Senate. Since 
1990, 22 other States passed some form 
of term-limits with the support of over 
25 million Americans. However, in 1995, 
the Supreme Court ruled that State set 
term-limits for Federal officials were 
unconstitutional. With the Supreme 
Court’s decision in mind, Colorado vot-
ers passed amendment 12 in 1996. The 
Term Limits Initiative calls for Colo-
rado’s elected officials to introduce 
term-limit legislation, vote in favor of 
the Congressional Term Limits Amend-
ment, and states that if a member of 
the congressional delegation does not 
vote in favor of the amendment then 
the designation of disregarded voter in-
struction on term-limits next to their 
name on the ballot. 

Mr. President, at this time I ask 
unanimous consent to insert into the 
RECORD a copy of the amendment 12 
language at the end of my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, while I 

believe that States should have the op-
portunity to set limits for their elected 
officials, as Colorado has done on a 
number of occasions, the Supreme 
Court’s decision has left this important 
decision up to us. Some have argued 
that there is little chance that Mem-
bers of Congress will ever limit their 
own terms and thereby limit their 
power. While there is some merit to 
this argument, I must say that this 
gives us a great opportunity to show 
that we, as elected officials, can heed 
the will of the people and impose term- 
limits on ourselves. 

I began fighting for term-limits while 
in the State Senate of Colorado and 
was one of four State Senators to 
stand-up on the Colorado Senate floor 

in favor of them. As a Member of the 
House of Representatives, I introduced 
and co-sponsored numerous pieces of 
term-limit legislation. I was very 
proud to be a part of the 104th Congress 
where we voted for the first time in 
history on a term-limit constitutional 
amendment. 

I have always believed that our elect-
ed officials should be citizen legisla-
tors. Citizens from all walks of life 
with new ideas, thoughts and private 
work experience fresh in their memory 
should have a chance to serve. Term- 
limits will ensure that lawmakers do 
not become too far-removed from their 
constituents and will allow more citi-
zens the opportunity to serve. Our leg-
islatures will have a better under-
standing of main street and how their 
laws and actions affect the everyday 
lives of working men and women. 

We find the concept of a citizen legis-
lature in the very foundation of this 
country. In Article 57 of the Federalist 
Papers, my most admired historical 
figure, James Madison wrote: 

The aim of every political constitution is, 
or ought to be, first to obtain for rulers men 
who possess most wisdom to discern, and 
most virtue to pursue, the common good of 
society; and in the next place, to take the 
most effectual precautions for keeping them 
virtuous whilest they continue to hold their 
public trust. The elective mode of obtaining 
rulers is the characteristic policy of repub-
lican government. The means relied on in 
this form of government for preventing their 
degeneracy are numerous and various. The 
most effectual one is such a limitation of the 
term of appointments as will maintain a 
proper responsibility to the people. 

Mr. President, I wholehearted agree 
with Mr. Madison and his assessment. 
Despite the large classes in 1994 and 
1996, incumbent re-election rates still 
exceed 90 percent. Term-limits at the 
State and local levels have made our 
elections more open and competitive 
thereby opening the doors to all Ameri-
cans and allowing for a more diverse 
legislature. Federal elections would be 
re-energized by opening-up politics to 
many people who have been excluded 
by career incumbents. If people call for 
more representation by women and mi-
norities, then they should be strong 
supporters of term-limits. In 1992, 22 of 
the 24 new women elected to the U.S. 
House of Representatives were elected 
in open seats, but only 2 of the 42 
women candidates who challenged an 
incumbent were successful. 

While I agree with many who call for 
campaign finance reform, only term- 
limits will truly change the incentives 
for seeking office. They are a positive 
tool to break the cycle of excluding 
those citizens who want to run for elec-
tion to Federal office but cannot over-
come the largest obstacle of all—in-
cumbency and name identification—re-
gardless of the campaign laws and the 
amount spent on a campaign. 

I have also heard that if the Framers 
believed term-limits were so impor-
tant, they would have placed them in 
the Constitution from the outset. This 
is the same argument I hear con-

cerning the Balanced Budget amend-
ment. My belief is that the Framers 
never thought persistent deficits or 
spending one’s career in political office 
would be a problem. They believed that 
serving would always be a brief period 
in one’s life and would never be seen as 
a career. However, it is now clear that 
only a Constitutional amendment get-
ting term-limits will ensure that the 
citizen legislator is reestablished as en-
visioned by the Framers of the Con-
stitution. 

I am pleased to carry on the tradi-
tion and hard work of my predecessor 
Senator Hank Brown. Senator Brown 
was a leader in this body for term-lim-
its and I am proud to serve in a like 
manner and continue to fight for term- 
limits and the will of the people of Col-
orado. 

Mr. President, early in this session, 
we will have an opportunity to make 
good on our campaign promises on 
term-limits. We must bring business- 
as-usual to an end and return the 
power back to the people. I urge all my 
colleagues to join this fight and begin 
to make true changes in the way this 
Congress operates. It is time to bring 
back the citizen legislator and recon-
nect our elected officials to the people 
whom they serve. 

EXHIBIT 1 
PROPOSAL OF TEXT OF AMENDMENT 12—TERM 

LIMITS 
Be it Enacted by the People of the State of 

Colorado: 
Article XVIII, section 12. 
(1) CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS AMEND-

MENT. 
The exact language for addition to the 

United States Constitution follows: 
Section 1: No person shall serve in the of-

fice of United States Representative for 
more than three terms, but upon ratification 
of this amendment no person who has held 
the office of United States Representative or 
who then holds the office shall serve for 
more than two additional terms. 

Section 2: No person shall serve in the of-
fice of United States Senator for more than 
two terms, but upon ratification of this 
amendment no person who has held the of-
fice of United States Senator or who then 
holds the office shall serve for more than one 
additional term. 

Section 3: This amendment shall have no 
time limit within which it must be ratified 
to become operative upon the ratification of 
the legislatures of three-fourths of the sev-
eral states. 

(2) VOTER INSTRUCTION TO STATE LEGISLA-
TORS. 

(a) The voters instruct each state legis-
lator to vote to apply for an amendment-pro-
posing convention under Article V of the 
United States Constitution and to ratify the 
Congressional Term Limits Amendment 
when referred to the states. 

(b) All election ballots shall have ‘‘DIS-
REGARDED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM LIM-
ITS’’ designated next to the name of each 
state legislator who fails to comply with the 
terms of subsection (5)(b). 

(c) Said ballot designation shall not appear 
after the Colorado legislature has made an 
Article V application that has not been with-
drawn and has ratified the Congressional 
Term Limits Amendment, when proposed. 

(3) VOTER INSTRUCTION TO MEMBERS OF CON-
GRESS. 

(a) The voters instruct each member of the 
congressional delegation to approve the Con-
gressional Term Limits Amendment. 
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(b) All election ballots shall have ‘‘DIS-

REGARDED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM LIM-
ITS’’ designated next to the name of each 
member of Congress who fails to comply 
with the terms of subsection (5)(b). 

(c) Said ballot designation shall not appear 
after the Congressional Term Limits Amend-
ment is before the states for ratification. 

(4) VOTER INSTRUCTION TO NON-INCUMBENTS. 
The words ‘‘DECLINED TO TAKE PLEDGE TO 

SUPPORT TERM LIMITS’’ shall be designated on 
all primary and general election ballots next 
to the names of non-incumbent candidates 
for United States senator, United States rep-
resentative, state senator, and state rep-
resentative who have not signed the pledge 
to support term limits unless the Colorado 
legislature has ratified the Congressional 
Term Limits Amendment. 

The pledge shall read: 
I pledge to use all my legislative powers to 

enact the proposed Congressional Term Lim-
its Amendment set forth in Article XVIII, 
section 12. If elected, I pledge to vote in such 
a way that the designation ‘‘DISREGARDED 
VOTER INSTRUCTION TERM LIMITS’’ will not ap-
pear next to my name. 

Signature of Candidate: 
(5) DESIGNATION PROCESS. 
(a) The Colorado secretary of state shall 

determine these ballot designations. The bal-
lot designation shall appear unless clear and 
convincing evidence establishes that the 
candidate has honored voter instructions or 
signed the pledge in this subsection (4). Chal-
lenges to designation or lack of designation 
shall be filed with the Colorado supreme 
court within 5 days of the determination and 
shall be decided within 21 days after filing. 
Determinations shall be made public 30 days 
or more before the Colorado secretary of 
state certifies the ballot. 

(b) Non-compliance with voter instruction 
is demonstrated by any of the following ac-
tions with respect to the application or rati-
fication by state legislators, and in the case 
of members of Congress referring the Con-
gressional Term Limits Amendment for rati-
fication, if the legislator: 

(i) fails to vote in favor when brought to a 
vote; 

(ii) fails to second if it lacks one; 
(iii) fails to vote in favor of all votes bring-

ing the measure before any committee in 
which he or she serves; 

(iv) fails to propose or otherwise bring to a 
vote of the full legislative body, if necessary; 

(v) fails to vote against any attempt to 
delay, table or otherwise prevent a vote by 
the full legislative body or committee; 

(vi) fails in any way to ensure that all 
votes are recorded and made available to the 
public; 

(vii) fails to vote against any change, addi-
tion or modification; or 

(viii) fails to vote against any amendment 
with longer limits than the Congressional 
Term Limits Amendment. 

(6) ENFORCEMENT. 
Any legal challenge to this section 12 shall 

be an original action filed with the Colorado 
supreme court. All terms of this section 12 
are severable. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise to discuss the pending nomination 
of Mr. Federico Peña, who has been 
nominated to serve as Secretary of En-
ergy. The Armed Services Committee 
recently held a hearing to receive tes-
timony from Mr. Peña on his views and 
positions relative to Department of En-
ergy Programs that fall within the ju-
risdiction of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. 

The purpose of the hearing was to ex-
plore Mr. Peña’s proposals for the De-

partment’s critical national security 
programs and to allow him the oppor-
tunity to establish a coherent record of 
his views regarding these programs. 
The Committee felt such a record need-
ed to be established, because Mr. Peña 
has no background in national security 
matters and, prior to last week’s hear-
ing, he had no identifiable position on 
defense issues that Senators could use 
to assess his suitability to manage the 
Department’s diverse national security 
activities. 

I want to state very clearly that the 
purpose of this hearing was to provide 
Mr. Peña with an opportunity to dis-
cuss his views. It was never our intent 
to delay his nomination or to interfere 
with the customary reporting process 
for his nomination in any way. I 
worked very closely with Senator MUR-
KOWSKI to ensure that this hearing fo-
cused only on the Department’s defense 
missions and did not infringe on the 
Energy Committee’s jurisdiction. Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI was exceptionally 
helpful in coordinating the activities of 
our two committees and I applaud his 
leadership in this matter. 

Regarding Mr. Peña’s qualifications, 
let me say that I find him to be intel-
ligent, thoughtful, and a quick study. 
If confirmed, I believe he will bring 
much-needed management ability to 
the Department—something that has 
been lacking for the past 4 years. How-
ever, the members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee take the Department 
of Energy’s national security and de-
fense environmental cleanup missions 
very seriously. It is our responsibility 
to thoroughly assess the qualifications 
of those nominated to head this agency 
and make public our findings and con-
cerns. 

Mr. President, for some time now, 
the Armed Services Committee has ex-
pressed its concern regarding the De-
partment’s approach to maintaining 
the reliability and safety of the Na-
tion’s enduring nuclear weapons stock-
pile. We are concerned that the Depart-
ment’s proposed Science-based Stock-
pile Stewardship and Management Plan 
may unnecessarily put our enduring 
nuclear forces at risk—both in terms of 
safety and reliability. We are con-
cerned that the Department’s plan to 
restore tritium production capabilities 
are not realistic and won’t deliver the 
required quantities of tritium in the 
timeframe needed by the Department 
of Defense. We are further concerned 
that the pace of cleanup at former nu-
clear defense facilities may not be ag-
gressive enough to meet the Depart-
ment’s stated 10-year cleanup goal. 

We discussed these issues and others 
with Mr. Peña and generally found his 
responses to be informed and reasoned. 
Unfortunately, on at least two critical 
issues, Mr. Peña’s testimony caused 
some level of concern. 

When asked what action he would 
take in a hypothetical situation where 
he was informed by all three DOE 
weapons laboratory directors that a 
significant safety problem existed in a 

nuclear weapon in the U.S. stockpile 
and that the only feasible way to fix 
that problem was to conduct an under- 
ground nuclear test, Mr. Peña stated 
that he would present the relevant in-
formation to the President, but stead-
fastly refused to acknowledge his re-
sponsibility to make a test or don’t 
test recommendation to the President. 
I found his response troubling. 

Mr. President, as the U.S. nuclear 
stockpile ages, the hypothetical situa-
tion I just described is not only plau-
sible, but one that we could face in the 
very near future. Unfortunately, Mr. 
Peña’s response was less than forth-
right. We expect every Cabinet Sec-
retary to present all the relevant infor-
mation to the President, but in this 
hypothetical, the Secretary would be 
required to do more than that. This sit-
uation requires that the Secretary of 
Energy make a recommendation to the 
President. Mr. Peña’s refusal to com-
mit to making such a recommendation 
raised considerable doubt regarding his 
understanding of the role that the Sec-
retary of Energy plays in advising the 
President on nuclear matters and leads 
me to question his willingness to carry 
out the responsibilities of the Sec-
retary of Energy. 

My fear is that Mr. Peña does not 
recognize that our current confidence 
in the U.S. nuclear stockpile could di-
minish rapidly in the near future. The 
next Secretary of Energy must under-
stand this reality and demonstrate a 
commitment to take all actions nec-
essary to maintain the safety and reli-
ability of our enduring nuclear deter-
rent. If he is confirmed, I hope to work 
closely with Mr. Peña to ensure the De-
partment does not back away from its 
obligations in this area. 

I also found Mr. Peña’s commitment 
to restore U.S. tritium production less 
than satisfactory. 

For my colleagues who do not know, 
tritium is a radioactive gas that is re-
quired in all modern nuclear weapons 
in the U.S. stockpile. Without tritium, 
our nuclear weapons cannot function. 
Because tritium decays at a rate of 5 
and 51⁄2 percent per year, it must be re-
placed in weapons at regular intervals. 
The U.S. stopped producing tritium in 
1988 and current supplies are being ex-
hausted. 

The Department has pursued nearly a 
dozen different technical options for 
tritium production—at great cost to 
the taxpayers—and we are still no clos-
er to restoring tritium production 
today than we were almost a decade 
ago. Meanwhile, our supply of tritium 
continues to degrade and our nuclear 
deterrent, which has served to protect 
this Nation for over 50 years, becomes 
incrementally less effective with each 
passing year. 

Congress has consistently directed 
the Department to move more quickly 
to restore tritium production. In fact, 
the fiscal year 1997 Defense Authoriza-
tion Act required DOE to make a deci-
sion on tritium this fiscal year. How-
ever, Mr. Peña endorsed the Depart-
ment’s current dual track strategy— 
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which will not result in the selection of 
a preferred option until fiscal year 
1999—but, he also stated his intent to 
explore a new, third option. This is a 
recipe for disaster that will result in 
further delays and even more wasted 
taxpayer dollars. 

The Department should stop study-
ing this issue and move forward with a 
decision. I believe that such a decision 
can and should be made this fiscal year 
and I will look toward the next Sec-
retary of Energy to provide leadership 
in this area. 

These are two issues of deep concern 
to me and other members of the Armed 
Services Committee. I am looking for 
Mr. Peña to provide the Senate a clear 
answer on nuclear testing and dem-
onstrate that he is willing to move 
more quickly on restoring tritium. It 
will be difficult for me to fully support 
Mr. Peña’s nomination unless these 
issues are addressed. 

Let me state that while I am very 
concerned about these issues, I remain 
openminded regarding Mr. Peña’s nom-
ination. I have made available in room 
228 of the Russell Building a copy of 
the hearing transcript and Mr. Peña’s 
responses to advance policy questions 
and posthearing questions. I encourage 
my colleagues to review these mate-
rials. I am certain that they will find 
them highly useful in making an in-
formed determination on Mr. Peña’s 
pending nomination. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 2 p.m., a message from the House 

of Representatives, delivered by Mr. 
Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following joint resolution, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 36. Joint resolution approving the 
Presidential finding that the limitation on 
obligations imposed by section 518(a) of the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1997, 
is having a negative impact on the proper 
functioning of the populations planning pro-
gram. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 21. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for an adjournment of both Houses. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
1295b(h) of title 46 App., United States 
Code, the Speaker appoints the fol-

lowing Member on the part of the 
House to the Board of Visitors to the 
U.S. Merchant Marine Academy: Mr. 
KING. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 127 of Public Law 
97–377 (2 U.S.C. 88b–3), the Speaker ap-
points the following Members on the 
part of the House to the Page Board: 
Mrs. FOWLER and Mr. KOLBE. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
194(a) of title 14, United States Code, 
the Speaker appoints the following 
Member on the part of the House to the 
Board of Visitors to the U.S. Coast 
Guard Academy: Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
9355(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
the Speaker appoints the following 
Members on the part of the House to 
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Air 
Force Academy: Mr. HEFLEY and Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of Public 
Law 96–388, as amended by Public Law 
97–84 (36 U.S.C. 1402(a)), the Speaker ap-
points the following Members on the 
part of the House to the U.S. Holocaust 
Memorial Council: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
REGULA, Mr. LATOURETTE, and Mr. 
FOX. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of sections 
5580 and 5581 of the Revised Statutes (20 
U.S.C. 42–43) the Speakers appoint the 
following Members on the part of the 
House to the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution: Mr. LIVING-
STON and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to section 2(a) of the National 
Cultural Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h(a)), 
the Speaker appoints the following 
Members on the part of the House to 
the Board of Trustees of the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing 
Arts: Mr. GINGRICH and Mr. MCDADE. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
1505 of Public Law 99–498 (20 U.S.C. 
4412), the Speaker appoints the fol-
lowing Member on the part of the 
House to the Board of Trustees of the 
Institute of American Indian and Alas-
ka Native Culture and Arts Develop-
ment: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
6968(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
the Speaker appoints the following 
Members on the part of the House to 
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Naval 
Academy: Mr. GILCHREST and Mr. 
SKEEN. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
4355(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
the Speaker appoints the following 
Members on the part of the House to 
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Mili-
tary Academy: Mrs. KELLY and Mr. 
TAYLOR of North Carolina. 

At 5:57 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 

following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 581. An act to amend Public Law 104– 
208 to provide that the President may make 
funds appropriated for population planning 
and other population assistance available on 
March 1, 1997, subject to restrictions on as-
sistance to foreign organizations that per-
form or actively promote abortions. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following measure was read the 
first and second times by unanimous 
consent and placed on the calendar: 

H.J. Res. 36. Joint resolution approving the 
Presidential finding that the limitation on 
obligations imposed by section 518A(a) of the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1997, 
is having a negative impact on the proper 
functioning of the population planning pro-
gram. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST TIME 
The following bill was read the first 

time: 
H.R. 581. An act to amend Public Law 104– 

208 to provide that the President may make 
funds appropriated for population planning 
and other population assistance available on 
March 1, 1997, subject to restrictions on as-
sistance to foreign organizations that per-
form or actively promote abortions. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–1092. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to criminal law jurisdiction; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–1093. A communication from the Chair-
man and Finance Committee Chairman of 
the Federal Election Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a supplemental re-
quest for funds for fiscal year 1997; to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

EC–1094. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, Revenue Procedure 
97–17 received on February 11, 1997; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–1095. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a rule entitled 
‘‘Walnuts Grown in California’’ (FV96–984–1) 
received on February 11, 1997; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–1096. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of an 
intention concerning the allocation of funds; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–1097. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report on 
economic policy and trade practices; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–1098. A communication from the Man-
aging Director of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
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law, the report on the rule relative to inter-
national accounting rates, received on Feb-
ruary 11, 1997; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1099. A communication from the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule relative to 
whale protection, (0648–AJ03) received on 
February 12, 1997; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1100. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Congressional Affairs, 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a rule regarding 
the USEC Privatization Act (received on 
February 12, 1997); to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

EC–1101. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Congressional Affairs, 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a rule regarding 
Fissile Material Shipments (received on Feb-
ruary 6, 1997); to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–1102. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule relative to pesticide toler-
ance for emergency exemptions, (FRL–5585– 
1), received on February 12, 1997; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1103. A communication from the Dep-
uty Executive Director and Chief Operating 
Officer, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule relative to single-employer 
plans, received on February 11, 1997; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–32. A resolution adopted by the 
Sevierville, Tennessee Board of Mayor and 
Alderman relative to the Pigeon River; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN (for herself 
and Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 320. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide comprehensive 
pension protection for women; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. GREGG: 
S. 321. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 and the Social Security 
Act to provide for personal investment plans 
funded by employee social security payroll 
deductions, to extend the solvency of the 
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance 
program, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. GRAMS (for himself, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
Mr. HAGEL, and Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 322. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Market Transition Act to repeal the North-
east Interstate Dairy Compact provisions; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. SHELBY (for himself, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, Mr. GREGG, Mr. HELMS, 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. THUR-
MOND, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. HAGEL): 

S. 323. A bill to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to declare English as the offi-
cial language of the Government of the 
United States; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and Mr. 
CAMPBELL): 

S. 324. A bill to amend title 32, United 
States Code, to provide that performance of 
honor guard functions at funerals for vet-
erans by members of the National Guard 
may be recognized as a Federal function for 
National Guard purposes; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. KOHL): 

325. A bill to repeal the percentage deple-
tion allowance for certain hardrock mines; 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BUMPERS: 
326. A bill to provide for the reclamation of 

abandoned and hardrock mines, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
and Mr. KOHL): 

327. A bill to ensure that federal taxpayers 
receive a fair return for the extraction of 
locatable minerals on public domain lands, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. WARNER, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. HATCH, Mr. GOR-
TON, Mr. ENZI, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. LOTT, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH): 

S. 328. A bill to amend the National Labor 
Relations Act to protect employer rights, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM: 
S. 329. A bill to provide that pay for Mem-

bers of Congress shall be reduced whenever 
total expenditures of the Federal Govern-
ment exceed total receipts in any fiscal year, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. BREAUX (for himself and Mr. 
SHELBY): 

S. 330. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for 
contributions to individual investment ac-
counts, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. THOMAS, and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 331. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to provide a minimum alloca-
tion of highway funds for States that have 
low population densities and comprise large 
geographic areas; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. CON-
RAD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DORGAN, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, and Mr. LEVIN): 

S. 332. A bill to prohibit the importation of 
goods produced abroad with child labor, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 333. A bill to increase the period of 

availability of certain emergency relief 
funds allocated under section 125 of title 23, 
United States Code, to carry out a project to 
repair or reconstruct a portion of a Federal- 
aid primary route in San Mateo, California. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN: 
S. 334. A bill to amend section 541 of the 

National Housing Act with respect to the 
partial payment of claims on health care fa-
cilities; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, 
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. FORD, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. NICKLES, 
Mr. BREAUX, Mr. HELMS, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. CLELAND, 
and Mr. GRAMS): 

S. 335. A bill to authorize funds for con-
struction of highways, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. SARBANES: 
S. 336. A bill to convert certain excepted 

service positions in the United States Fire 
Administration to competitive service posi-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr. 
HAGEL, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. NICKLES, 
and Mr. HELMS): 

S. 337. A bill to amend the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 to restrict assistance to for-
eign organizations that perform or actively 
promote abortions; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. COVERDELL (for himself and Mr. 
CLELAND): 

S. 338. A bill to designate the J. Phil Camp-
bell, Senior Natural Resource Conservation 
Center; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. 
ROBB): 

S. 339. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to revise the requirements for 
procurement of products of Federal Prison 
Industries to meet needs of Federal agencies, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. CON-
RAD Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DORGAN, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, and Mr. LEVIN): 

S. 340. A bill to prohibit the importation of 
goods produced abroad with child labor, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. ROTH (for himself and Mr. 
MOYNIHAN): 

S. 341. A bill to establish a bipartisan com-
mission to study and provide recommenda-
tions on restoring the financial integrity of 
the medicare program under title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. KOHL, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Ms. SNOWE, Ms. COLLINS, 
and Mr. GRAMS): 

S. Res. 55. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding the need to ad-
dress immediately the decline in milk prices; 
considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. ROTH, Mr. D’AMATO, 
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Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
KOHL, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. REID, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
Mr. KERRY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. REED, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. BYRD, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
DODD, and Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. Res. 56. A resolution designating March 
25, 1997, as ‘‘Greek Independence Day: A Na-
tional Day of Celebration of Greek and 
American Democracy’’; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. BURNS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. KERREY, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
SMITH, and Mr. REID): 

S. Res. 57. A resolution to support the com-
memoration of the bicentennial of the Lewis 
and Clark Expedition; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. THOMAS, 
Mr. MACK, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER): 

S. Res. 58. A resolution to state the sense 
of the Senate that the Treaty of Mutual Co-
operation and Security Between the United 
States of America and Japan is essential for 
furthering the security interests of the 
United States, Japan, and the countries of 
the Asia-Pacific region, and that the people 
of Okinawa deserve recognition for their con-
tributions toward ensuring the Treaty’s im-
plementation; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

f 

STATEMENT ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN (for 
herself and Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 320. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide com-
prehensive pension protection for 
women; to the Committee on Finance. 

THE COMPREHENSIVE WOMEN’S PENSION 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1997 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I introduce the Comprehensive 
Women’s Pension Protection Act of 
1997. At the end of the 104th Congress, 
Congresswoman KENNELLY and I intro-
duced the Comprehensive Women’s 
Pension Protection Act of 1996. When 
we introduced that legislation at the 
end of the last Congress we made a 
commitment to reintroduce this legis-
lation at the beginning of the 105th 
Congress and to make women’s retire-
ment security a priority in the 105th 
Congress. Today we are keeping that 
promise. 

The Comprehensive Women’s Pension 
Protection Act of 1997 combines some 
of the best ideas on women’s pension 
legislation that have come before the 
House or the Senate and new proposals 
to increase the security, equity, and 
accessibility of our pension system. 

Many of America’s women are facing 
a retirement without economic secu-
rity. The majority of the elderly in this 
country are, and will continue to be, 
women, and our retirement system is 
failing them. 

Younger women are not earning suf-
ficient pension benefits to provide for 
their secure retirement. Due to the de-
mands of child rearing and elder care, 
which often take women out of the 
workforce for a time, and to lower life- 
time earnings due to continuing wage 
inequities, the average 35-year-old 
woman with a $50,000 salary must have 
accumulated retirement savings of 
$35,000 in order to have a comfortable 
retirement. A man need only have 
saved $3,000 by the time he is 35. 

Many older women worked in the 
home or took time off to raise families, 
and when pension benefits of their own. 
For many older women too, widowhood 
or divorce can rob them of their part of 
their husband’s pension benefits. To 
ensure that the golden years are not 
the disposable years women need to 
take charge of their own retirement, 
but Congress must ensure that the Na-
tion’s retirement system enables them 
to do so. 

On May 14, of last year I introduced, 
and many of my colleagues cospon-
sored, the Women’s Pension Equity Act 
of 1996, to begin to address one of the 
leading causes of poverty for the elder-
ly—little or no pension benefits. Less 
than a third of all female retirees have 
pensions, and the majority of those 
that do earn less than $5,000 a year. 
The lack of pension benefits for many 
women means the difference between a 
comfortable retirment and a difficult 
one. Three of the six provisions of that 
bill are now law. 

This legislation is a continuation of 
my effort to enact real pension reforms 
that will allow women to achieve a se-
cure retirement. Since introducing the 
first of my women’s pension equity 
bills, I have heard from hundreds of 
women from States across the country 
about the need for pension policy that 
allows women to retire with dignity. 

Addressing pension issues is an inte-
gral part of the solution to women’s 
economic insecurity. In addition, pen-
sion issues are critical to our Nation as 
a whole. In light of the demographic 
trends facing America, retirement se-
curity is increasingly important to the 
quality of life of all of our citizens. So-
cial Security is the focus of much dis-
cussion and debate in Congress and 
throughout the Nation, and it should 
be. However, addressing the problems 
facing Social Security alone will not 
provide women, or any American, with 
the tools to create a secure retirement. 
The intent, from its inception, was 
that Social Security would provide a 
floor—a minimum amount of resources 
for retirement. The average retiree will 
only have about 40 percent of his or her 
wages replaced by Social Security. 

Clearly, women must take charge of 
their own retirement and not just rely 
on Social Security. I have advocated 
that every woman create her own ‘‘pen-
sion eight’’ checklist to prepare for 
economic security. The 8 items that 
should be on any woman’s checklist in-
clude: (1) finding out if she is earning 
or has ever earned a pension; (2) learn-

ing if her employer has a pension plan, 
and how to be eligible for the plan; (3) 
contributing to a pension plan if she 
has the chance; (4) not spending pen-
sion earnings if given a one-time pay-
ment when leaving a job: (5) if married, 
finding out if her husband has a pen-
sion; (6) not signing away a future 
right to her husband’s pension if he 
dies; (7) during a divorce, considering 
the pension as a valuable, jointly 
earned asset to be divided; and (8) find-
ing out about pension rights and fight-
ing for them. 

Even when women take charge of 
their own retirement, however, they 
can face a brick wall of pension law 
that prevents them from investing 
enough for their future. Pension laws 
were not written to reflect the patterns 
of women’s work or women’s lives. 
Women are more likely to move in and 
out of the workforce, work at home, 
earn less for the work they do, and 
work in low paying industries. These 
factors limit our ability to access or 
accrue pension benefits. Women are 
also more likely to be widowed or di-
vorced, live alone, and live longer in 
their retirement years, leaving them 
without adequate coverage. 

This bill, which is also being intro-
duced in the House of Representatives 
today by Congresswoman KENNELLY, a 
long-time champion of women’s pen-
sion rights, addresses the range of con-
cerns that women face as they consider 
retirement. 

This legislation preserves women’s 
pensions by ending the practice of inte-
gration by the year 2004, the practice 
whereby pension benefits are reduced 
by a portion of Social Security bene-
fits. It provides for the automatic divi-
sion of pensions upon divorce if the di-
vorce decree is silent on pension bene-
fits. It allows a widow or divorced 
widow to collect her husband’s civil 
service pension if he leaves his job and 
dies before collecting benefits. And it 
continue the payment of court ordered 
Tier II railroad retirement benefits to 
a divorced widow. 

This legislation protects women’s 
pensions by prohibiting 401(k) plans, 
the fastest growing type of plans in the 
country, from investing employee con-
tributions in the company’s own stock. 
It requires annual benefits statements 
for plan participants. And it applies 
spousal consent rules governing pen-
sion fund withdrawals to 401(k) plans. 

This legislation helps prepare women 
for retirement by creating a women’s 
pension hotline, providing a real oppor-
tunity for women to get answers to 
their questions. 

By preserving and protecting wom-
en’s pensions, we in Congress can pro-
vide women with the tools they need to 
prepare for their own retirement. By 
reintroducing this legislation today we 
are giving notice that pension policy 
will be at the top of the agenda for the 
105th Congress. 

Pension policy decisions will deter-
mine, in no small part, the kind of life 
Americans will live in their older 
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years. With a baby boomer turning 50 
every 9 seconds, we cannot ignore the 
problems facing people as they grow 
older. Now, more than ever, all Ameri-
cans need to consider the role that pen-
sions play in determining the kind of 
life every American will lead. We look 
forward to being joined, on a bipartisan 
basis, by all of our colleagues in the 
fight for pension equity. 

Senator MURRAY joins me today in 
introducing the Comprehensive Wom-
en’s Pension Protection Act of 1997. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a summary of the bill and a 
copy of the legislation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 320 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Comprehensive Women’s Pension Pro-
tection Act of 1997’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 
Sec. 1. Short title. 

TITLE I—PENSION REFORM 
Sec. 101. Pension integration rules. 
Sec. 102. Application of minimum coverage 

requirements with respect to 
separate lines of business. 

Sec. 103. Division of pension benefits upon 
divorce. 

Sec. 104. Clarification of continued avail-
ability of remedies relating to 
matters treated in domestic re-
lations orders entered before 
1985. 

Sec. 105. Entitlement of divorced spouses to 
railroad retirement annuities 
independent of actual entitle-
ment of employee. 

Sec. 106. Effective dates. 
TITLE II—PROTECTION OF RIGHTS OF 

FORMER SPOUSES TO PENSION BENE-
FITS UNDER CERTAIN GOVERNMENT 
AND GOVERNMENT-SPONSORED RE-
TIREMENT PROGRAMS 

Sec. 201. Extension of tier II railroad retire-
ment benefits to surviving 
former spouses pursuant to di-
vorce agreements. 

Sec. 202. Survivor annuities for widows, wid-
owers, and former spouses of 
Federal employees who die be-
fore attaining age for deferred 
annuity under civil service re-
tirement system. 

Sec. 203. Court orders relating to Federal re-
tirement benefits for former 
spouses of Federal employees. 

TITLE III—REFORMS RELATED TO 401(K) 
PLANS 

Sec. 301. Requirement of annual, detailed in-
vestment reports applied to cer-
tain 401(k) plans. 

Sec. 302. Section 401(k) investment protec-
tion. 

TITLE IV—MODIFICATIONS OF JOINT 
AND SURVIVOR ANNUITY REQUIRE-
MENTS 

Sec. 401. Modifications of joint and survivor 
annuity requirements. 

TITLE V—SPOUSAL CONSENT REQUIRED 
FOR DISTRIBUTIONS FROM SECTION 
401(K) PLANS 

Sec. 501. Spousal consent required for dis-
tributions from section 401(k) 
plans. 

TITLE VI—WOMEN’S PENSION TOLL- 
FREE PHONE NUMBER 

Sec. 601. Women’s pension toll-free phone 
number. 

TITLE VII—PERIODIC PENSION 
BENEFITS STATEMENTS 

Sec. 701. Periodic pension benefits state-
ments. 

TITLE I—PENSION REFORM 
SEC. 101. PENSION INTEGRATION RULES. 

(a) APPLICABILITY OF NEW INTEGRATION 
RULES EXTENDED TO ALL EXISTING ACCRUED 
BENEFITS.—Notwithstanding subsection 
(c)(1) of section 1111 of the Tax Reform Act of 
1986 (relating to effective date of application 
of nondiscrimination rules to integrated 
plans) (100 Stat. 2440), effective for plan years 
beginning after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the amendments made by sub-
section (a) of such section 1111 shall also 
apply to benefits attributable to plan years 
beginning on or before December 31, 1988. 

(b) INTEGRATION DISALLOWED FOR SIM-
PLIFIED EMPLOYEE PENSIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (D) of sec-
tion 408(k)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to permitted disparity under 
rules limiting discrimination under sim-
plified employee pensions) is repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (C) of such section 408(k)(3) is amended 
by striking ‘‘and except as provided in sub-
paragraph (D),’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re-
spect to taxable years beginning on or after 
January 1, 1998. 

(c) EVENTUAL REPEAL OF INTEGRATION 
RULES.—Effective for plan years beginning 
on or after January 1, 2004— 

(1) subparagraphs (C) and (D) of section 
401(a)(5) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to pension integration exceptions 
under nondiscrimination requirements for 
qualification) are repealed, and subpara-
graph (E) of such section 401(a)(5) is redesig-
nated as subparagraph (C); and 

(2) subsection (l) of section 401 of such Code 
(relating to nondiscriminatory coordination 
of defined contribution plans with OASDI) is 
repealed. 
SEC. 102. APPLICATION OF MINIMUM COVERAGE 

REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT TO 
SEPARATE LINES OF BUSINESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 
410 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to minimum coverage requirements) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘A trust’’ 
and inserting ‘‘In any case in which the em-
ployer with respect to a plan is treated, 
under section 414(r), as operating separate 
lines of business for a plan year, a trust’’, 
and by inserting ‘‘for such plan year’’ after 
‘‘requirements’’; and 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), respectively 
and by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE WHERE EMPLOYER OPER-
ATES SINGLE LINE OF BUSINESS.—In any case 
in which the employer with respect to a plan 
is not treated, under section 414(r), as oper-
ating separate lines of business for a plan 
year, a trust shall not constitute a qualified 
trust under section 401(a) unless such trust is 
designated by the employer as part of a plan 
which benefits all employees of the em-
ployer.’’. 

(b) LIMITATION ON LINE OF BUSINESS EXCEP-
TION.—Paragraph (6) of section 410(b) of such 
Code (as redesignated by subsection (a)(2) of 
this section) is amended by inserting ‘‘other 
than paragraph (1)(A)’’ after ‘‘this sub-
section’’. 

SEC. 103. DIVISION OF PENSION BENEFITS UPON 
DIVORCE. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE OF 1986.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
414(p) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to qualified domestic relations 
order defined) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) DEEMED DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDER 
UPON DIVORCE.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (iv), a domestic relations order with 
respect to a marriage of at least 5 years du-
ration between the participant and the 
former spouse (including an annulment or 
other order of marital dissolution) shall, if 
the former spouse, within 60 days after the 
receipt of notice under paragraph 
(6)(B)(i)(II), so elects, be deemed by the plan 
to be a domestic relations order that speci-
fies that 50 percent of the marital share of 
the participant’s accrued benefit is to be pro-
vided to such former spouse. 

‘‘(ii) MARITAL SHARE.—The marital share 
shall be the accrued benefit of the partici-
pant under the plan as of the date of the first 
payment under the plan (to the extent such 
accrued benefit is vested at the date of the 
divorce or any later date) multiplied by a 
fraction, the numerator of which is the pe-
riod of participation by the participant 
under the plan starting with the date of mar-
riage and ending with the date of divorce, 
and the denominator of which is the total pe-
riod of participation by the participant 
under the plan. 

‘‘(iii) INTERPRETATION AS QUALIFIED DOMES-
TIC RELATIONS ORDER.—Each plan shall estab-
lish reasonable rules for determining how 
any such deemed domestic relations order is 
to be interpreted under the plan so as to con-
stitute a qualified domestic relations order 
that satisfies paragraphs (2) through (4) (and 
a copy of such rules shall be provided to such 
former spouse promptly after delivery of the 
divorce decree). Such rules— 

‘‘(I) may delay the effect of such an order 
until the earlier of the date the participant 
is fully vested or has terminated employ-
ment, 

‘‘(II) may allow the former spouse to be 
paid out immediately, 

‘‘(III) shall permit the former spouse to be 
paid not later than the earliest retirement 
age under the plan or the participant’s 
death, 

‘‘(IV) may require the submitter of the di-
vorce decree to present a marriage certifi-
cate or other evidence of the marriage date 
to assist in benefit calculations, and 

‘‘(V) may conform to the rules applicable 
to qualified domestic relations orders re-
garding form or type of benefit. 

‘‘(iv) APPLICATION.—This subparagraph 
shall not apply— 

‘‘(I) if the domestic relations order states 
that pension benefits were considered by the 
parties and no division is intended, or 

‘‘(II) to the extent that a qualified domes-
tic relations order issued in connection with 
such divorce provides otherwise.’’. 

(2) NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES.—Section 
414(p)(6) of such Code (relating to plan proce-
dures with respect to orders) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A), by redesignating 
subparagraph (B) as subparagraph (C), and by 
inserting before subparagraph (C) (as so re-
designated) the following new subpara-
graphs: 

‘‘(A) NOTICE AND DETERMINATION BY ADMIN-
ISTRATOR.—In the case of any domestic rela-
tions order received by a plan, including 
such an order received under subparagraph 
(B) or section 4980B(f)(6)(C)— 

‘‘(i) within 14 days after receipt of such 
order, the plan administrator shall— 
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‘‘(I) notify the participant and each alter-

nate payee of the receipt of such order and 
the plan’s procedures for determining the 
qualified status of domestic relation orders, 
and 

‘‘(II) notify the former spouse of such 
former spouse’s rights under paragraph 
(1)(C), and 

‘‘(ii) within a reasonable period after re-
ceipt of such order, the plan administrator 
shall determine whether such order is a 
qualified domestic relations order and notify 
the participant and each alternate payee of 
such determination. 

‘‘(B) NOTIFICATION OF PLAN ADMINIS-
TRATOR.—In the case of a domestic relations 
order which is not a qualified domestic rela-
tions order, each plan— 

‘‘(i) shall require that each participant is 
responsible for notifying the plan adminis-
trator of the occurrence of a divorce of the 
participant from the former spouse and for 
delivery to the plan administrator of the do-
mestic relations order along with the infor-
mation required by paragraph (2)(A) within 
60 days after the date of the divorce, and 

‘‘(ii) shall allow a former spouse to so no-
tify the plan administrator and deliver to 
the plan administrator the domestic rela-
tions order within 60 days after the date of 
the divorce.’’. 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO THE EMPLOYEE RETIRE-
MENT INCOME SECURITY ACT OF 1974.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d)(3)(B) of 
section 206 of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1056) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘this paragraph—’’ and in-
serting ‘‘this paragraph:’’, 

(B) in clause (i)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘the term’’ and inserting 

‘‘The term’’, and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘met, and’’ and inserting 

‘‘met.’’, 
(C) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘the term’’ 

and inserting ‘‘The term’’, and 
(D) by adding at the end the following new 

clause: 
‘‘(iii)(I) Except as provided on subclause 

(IV), a domestic relations order with respect 
to a marriage of at least 5 years duration be-
tween the participant and the former spouse 
(including an annulment or other order of 
marital dissolution) shall, if the former 
spouse, within 60 days after the receipt of no-
tice under subparagraph (G)(ii)(I)(bb), so 
elects, be deemed by the plan to be a domes-
tic relations order that specifies that 50 per-
cent of the marital share of the participant’s 
accrued benefit is to be provided to such 
former spouse. 

‘‘(II) The marital share shall be the ac-
crued benefit of the participant under the 
plan as of the date of the first payment 
under the plan (to the extent such accrued 
benefit is vested at the date of the divorce or 
any later date) multiplied by a fraction, the 
numerator of which is the period of partici-
pation by the participant under the plan 
starting with the date of marriage and end-
ing with the date of divorce, and the denomi-
nator of which is the total period of partici-
pation by the participant under the plan. 

‘‘(III) Each plan shall establish reasonable 
rules for determining how any such deemed 
domestic relations order is to be interpreted 
under the plan so as to constitute a qualified 
domestic relations order that satisfies sub-
paragraphs (C) through (E) (and a copy of 
such rules shall be provided to such former 
spouse promptly after delivery of the divorce 
decree). Such rules— 

‘‘(aa) may delay the effect of such an order 
until the earlier of the date the participant 
is fully vested or has terminated employ-
ment, 

‘‘(bb) may allow the former spouse to be 
paid out immediately, 

‘‘(cc) shall permit the spouse to be paid not 
later than the earliest retirement age under 
the plan or the participant’s death, 

‘‘(dd) may require the submitter of the di-
vorce decree to present a marriage certifi-
cate or other evidence of the marriage date 
to assist in benefit calculations, and 

‘‘(ee) may conform to the rules applicable 
to qualified domestic relations orders re-
garding form or type of benefit. 

‘‘(IV) This clause shall not apply— 
‘‘(aa) if the domestic relations order states 

that pension benefits were considered by the 
parties and no division is intended, or 

‘‘(bb) to the extent that a qualified domes-
tic relations order issued in connection with 
such divorce provides otherwise.’’. 

(2) NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES.—Section 
206(d)(3)(G) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 
1056(d)(3)(G)) is amended by striking all mat-
ter before clause (ii), by redesignating clause 
(ii) as clause (iii), and by inserting before 
clause (iii) (as so redesignated) the following: 

‘‘(G)(i) In the case of any domestic rela-
tions order received by a plan, including 
such an order received under clause (ii) or 
section 606(a)(3)— 

‘‘(I) within 14 days after receipt of such 
order, the plan administrator shall— 

‘‘(aa) notify the participant and each alter-
nate payee of the receipt of such order and 
the plan’s procedures for determining the 
qualified status of domestic relation orders, 
and 

‘‘(bb) notify the former spouse of such 
former spouse’s rights under subparagraph 
(B)(iii), and 

‘‘(II) within a reasonable period after re-
ceipt of such order, the plan administrator 
shall determine whether such order is a 
qualified domestic relations order and notify 
the participant and each alternate payee of 
such determination. 

‘‘(ii) In the case of a domestic relations 
order which is not a qualified domestic rela-
tions order, each plan— 

‘‘(I) shall require that each participant is 
responsible for notifying the plan adminis-
trator of the occurrence of a divorce of the 
participant from the former spouse and for 
delivery to the plan administrator of the do-
mestic relations order along with the infor-
mation required by subparagraph (C)(i) with-
in 60 days after the date of the divorce, and 

‘‘(II) shall allow a former spouse to so no-
tify the plan administrator and deliver to 
the plan administrator the domestic rela-
tions order within 60 days after the date of 
the divorce.’’. 
SEC. 104. CLARIFICATION OF CONTINUED AVAIL-

ABILITY OF REMEDIES RELATING TO 
MATTERS TREATED IN DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS ORDERS ENTERED BE-
FORE 1985. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which— 
(1) under a prior domestic relations order 

entered before January 1, 1985, in an action 
for divorce— 

(A) the right of a spouse under a pension 
plan to an accrued benefit under such plan 
was not divided between spouses, 

(B) any right of a spouse with respect to 
such an accrued benefit was waived without 
the informed consent of such spouse, or 

(C) the right of a spouse as a participant 
under a pension plan to an accrued benefit 
under such plan was divided so that the 
other spouse received less than such other 
spouse’s pro rata share of the accrued benefit 
under the plan, or 

(2) a court of competent jurisdiction deter-
mines that any further action is appropriate 
with respect to any matter to which a prior 
domestic relations order entered before such 
date applies, 
nothing in the provisions of section 104, 204, 
or 303 of the Retirement Equity Act of 1984 
(Public Law 98–397) or the amendments made 

thereby shall be construed to require or per-
mit the treatment, for purposes of such pro-
visions, of a domestic relations order, which 
is entered on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and which supersedes, 
amends the terms of, or otherwise affects 
such prior domestic relations order, as other 
than a qualified domestic relations order 
solely because such prior domestic relations 
order was entered before January 1, 1985. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Terms used in this section 
which are defined in section 3 of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002) shall have the meanings 
provided such terms by such section. 

(2) PRO RATA SHARE.—The term ‘‘pro rata 
share’’ of a spouse means, in connection with 
an accrued benefit under a pension plan, 50 
percent of the product derived by multi-
plying— 

(A) the actuarial present value of the ac-
crued benefit, by 

(B) a fraction— 
(i) the numerator of which is the period of 

time, during the marriage between the 
spouse and the participant in the plan, which 
constitutes creditable service by the partici-
pant under the plan, and 

(ii) the denominator of which is the total 
period of time which constitutes creditable 
service by the participant under the plan. 

(3) PLAN.—All pension plans in which a per-
son has been a participant shall be treated as 
one plan with respect to such person. 
SEC. 105. ENTITLEMENT OF DIVORCED SPOUSES 

TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT ANNU-
ITIES INDEPENDENT OF ACTUAL EN-
TITLEMENT OF EMPLOYEE. 

Section 2 of the Railroad Retirement Act 
of 1974 (45 U.S.C. 231a) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(4)(i), by striking ‘‘(A) 
is entitled to an annuity under subsection 
(a)(1) and (B)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (e)(5), by striking ‘‘or di-
vorced wife’’ the second place it appears. 
SEC. 106. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the amendments made by this 
title, other than section 101, shall apply with 
respect to plan years beginning on or after 
January 1, 1998, and the amendments made 
by section 103 shall apply only with respect 
to divorces becoming final in such plan 
years. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR COLLECTIVELY BAR-
GAINED PLANS.—In the case of a plan main-
tained pursuant to 1 or more collective bar-
gaining agreements between employee rep-
resentatives and 1 or more employers rati-
fied on or before the date of the enactment of 
this Act, subsection (a) shall be applied to 
benefits pursuant to, and individuals covered 
by, any such agreement by substituting for 
‘‘January 1, 1998’’ the date of the commence-
ment of the first plan year beginning on or 
after the earlier of— 

(1) the later of— 
(A) January 1, 1999, or 
(B) the date on which the last of such col-

lective bargaining agreements terminates 
(determined without regard to any extension 
thereof after the date of the enactment of 
this Act), or 

(2) January 1, 2000. 
(c) PLAN AMENDMENTS.—If any amendment 

made by this title requires an amendment to 
any plan, such plan amendment shall not be 
required to be made before the first plan 
year beginning on or after January 1, 2000, 
if— 

(1) during the period after such amendment 
made by this title takes effect and before 
such first plan year, the plan is operated in 
accordance with the requirements of such 
amendment made by this title, and 

(2) such plan amendment applies retro-
actively to the period after such amendment 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1386 February 13, 1997 
made by this title takes effect and such first 
plan year. 

A plan shall not be treated as failing to pro-
vide definitely determinable benefits or con-
tributions, or to be operated in accordance 
with the provisions of the plan, merely be-
cause it operates in accordance with this 
subsection. 

TITLE II—PROTECTION OF RIGHTS OF 
FORMER SPOUSES TO PENSION BENE-
FITS UNDER CERTAIN GOVERNMENT 
AND GOVERNMENT-SPONSORED RE-
TIREMENT PROGRAMS 

SEC. 201. EXTENSION OF TIER II RAILROAD RE-
TIREMENT BENEFITS TO SURVIVING 
FORMER SPOUSES PURSUANT TO DI-
VORCE AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1974 (45 U.S.C. 231d) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the payment of any portion of an an-
nuity computed under section 3(b) to a sur-
viving former spouse in accordance with a 
court decree of divorce, annulment, or legal 
separation or the terms of any court-ap-
proved property settlement incident to any 
such court decree shall not be terminated 
upon the death of the individual who per-
formed the service with respect to which 
such annuity is so computed unless such ter-
mination is otherwise required by the terms 
of such court decree.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 202. SURVIVOR ANNUITIES FOR WIDOWS, 

WIDOWERS, AND FORMER SPOUSES 
OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES WHO DIE 
BEFORE ATTAINING AGE FOR DE-
FERRED ANNUITY UNDER CIVIL 
SERVICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM. 

(a) BENEFITS FOR WIDOW OR WIDOWER.—Sec-
tion 8341(f) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) 
by— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘a former employee sepa-
rated from the service with title to deferred 
annuity from the Fund dies before having es-
tablished a valid claim for annuity and is 
survived by a spouse, or if’’ before ‘‘a Mem-
ber’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘of such former employee 
or Member’’ after ‘‘the surviving spouse’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘former employee or’’ be-

fore ‘‘Member commencing’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘former employee or’’ be-

fore ‘‘Member dies’’; and 
(3) in the undesignated sentence following 

paragraph (2)— 
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A) by inserting ‘‘former employee or’’ before 
‘‘Member’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B) by inserting 
‘‘former employee or’’ before ‘‘Member’’. 

(b) BENEFITS FOR FORMER SPOUSE.—Section 
8341(h) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by adding after the 
first sentence ‘‘Subject to paragraphs (2) 
through (5) of this subsection, a former 
spouse of a former employee who dies after 
having separated from the service with title 
to a deferred annuity under section 8338(a) 
but before having established a valid claim 
for annuity is entitled to a survivor annuity 
under this subsection, if and to the extent 
expressly provided for in an election under 
section 8339(j)(3) of this title, or in the terms 
of any decree of divorce or annulment or any 
court order or court-approved property set-
tlement agreement incident to such de-
cree.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)(ii) by striking ‘‘or 
annuitant,’’ and inserting ‘‘annuitant, or 
former employee’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)(iii) by inserting 
‘‘former employee or’’ before ‘‘Member’’. 

(c) PROTECTION OF SURVIVOR BENEFIT 
RIGHTS.—Section 8339(j)(3) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting at the 
end the following: 

‘‘The Office shall provide by regulation for 
the application of this subsection to the 
widow, widower, or surviving former spouse 
of a former employee who dies after having 
separated from the service with title to a de-
ferred annuity under section 8338(a) but be-
fore having established a valid claim for an-
nuity.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act and shall 
apply only in the case of a former employee 
who dies on or after such date. 
SEC. 203. COURT ORDERS RELATING TO FEDERAL 

RETIREMENT BENEFITS FOR 
FORMER SPOUSES OF FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES. 

(a) CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 8345(j) of title 5, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(A) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-

graph (4); and 
(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-

lowing new paragraph: 
‘‘(3) Payment to a person under a court de-

cree, court order, property settlement, or 
similar process referred to under paragraph 
(1) shall include payment to a former spouse 
of the employee, Member, or annuitant.’’. 

(2) LUMP-SUM BENEFITS.—Section 8342 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘Lump- 
sum benefits’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to sub-
section (j), lump-sum benefits’’; and 

(B) in subsection (j)(1) by striking ‘‘the 
lump-sum credit under subsection (a) of this 
section’’ and inserting ‘‘any lump-sum credit 
or lump-sum benefit under this section’’. 

(b) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYS-
TEM.—Section 8467 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(c) Payment to a person under a court de-
cree, court order, property settlement, or 
similar process referred to under subsection 
(a) shall include payment to a former spouse 
of the employee, Member, or annuitant.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

TITLE III—REFORMS RELATED TO 401(K) 
PLANS 

SEC. 301. REQUIREMENT OF ANNUAL, DETAILED 
INVESTMENT REPORTS APPLIED TO 
CERTAIN 401(k) PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 104(b)(3) of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1024(b)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(3)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(B)(i) If a plan includes a qualified cash or 

deferred arrangement (as defined in section 
401(k)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) and is maintained by an employer with 
less than 100 participants, the administra-
tors shall furnish to each participant and to 
each beneficiary receiving benefits under the 
plan an annual investment report detailing 
such information as the Secretary by regula-
tion shall require. 

‘‘(ii) Clause (i) shall not apply with respect 
to any participant described in section 
404(c).’’. 

(b) REGULATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor, in 
prescribing regulations required under sec-
tion 104(b)(3)(B)(i) of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1023(b)(3)(B)(i)), as added by subsection (a), 
shall consider including in the information 
required in an annual investment report the 
following: 

(A) Total plan assets and liabilities as of 
the beginning and ending of the plan year. 

(B) Plan income and expenses and con-
tributions made and benefits paid for the 
plan year. 

(C) Any transaction between the plan and 
the employer, any fiduciary, or any 10-per-
cent owner during the plan year, including 
the acquisition of any employer security or 
employer real property. 

(D) Any noncash contributions made to or 
purchases of nonpublicly traded securities 
made by the plan during the plan year with-
out an appraisal by an independent third 
party. 

(2) ELECTRONIC TRANSFER.—The Secretary 
of Labor in prescribing such regulations 
shall also make provision for the electronic 
transfer of the required annual investment 
report by a plan administrator to plan par-
ticipants and beneficiaries. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to plan 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 302. SECTION 401(k) INVESTMENT PROTEC-

TION. 
(a) LIMITATIONS ON INVESTMENT IN EM-

PLOYER SECURITIES AND EMPLOYER REAL 
PROPERTY BY CASH OR DEFERRED ARRANGE-
MENTS.—Paragraph (3) of section 407(d) of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1107(d)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph: 

‘‘(D) The term ‘eligible individual account 
plan’ does not include that portion of an in-
dividual account plan that consists of elec-
tive deferrals (as defined in section 402(g)(3) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) pursu-
ant to a qualified cash or deferred arrange-
ment as defined in section 401(k) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (and earnings there-
on), if such elective deferrals (or earnings 
thereon) are required to be invested in quali-
fying employer securities or qualifying em-
ployer real property or both pursuant to the 
documents and instruments governing the 
plan or at the direction of a person other 
than the participant (or the participant’s 
beneficiary) on whose behalf such elective 
deferrals are made to the plan. For the pur-
poses of subsection (a), such portion shall be 
treated as a separate plan. This subpara-
graph shall not apply to an individual ac-
count plan if the fair market value of the as-
sets of all individual account plans main-
tained by the employer equals not more than 
10 percent of the fair market value of the as-
sets of all pension plans maintained by the 
employer.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(2) TRANSITION RULE FOR PLANS HOLDING EX-
CESS SECURITIES OR PROPERTY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a plan 
which on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, has holdings of employer securities and 
employer real property (as defined in section 
407(d) of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1107(d)) in ex-
cess of the amount specified in such section 
407, the amendment made by this section ap-
plies to any acquisition of such securities 
and property on or after such date, but does 
not apply to the specific holdings which con-
stitute such excess during the period of such 
excess. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1387 February 13, 1997 
(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN ACQUISI-

TIONS.—Employer securities and employer 
real property acquired pursuant to a binding 
written contract to acquire such securities 
and real property entered into and in effect 
on the date of the enactment of this Act, 
shall be treated as acquired immediately be-
fore such date. 
TITLE IV—MODIFICATIONS OF JOINT AND 

SURVIVOR ANNUITY REQUIREMENTS 
SEC. 401. MODIFICATIONS OF JOINT AND SUR-

VIVOR ANNUITY REQUIREMENTS. 
(a) AMENDMENTS TO ERISA.— 
(1) AMOUNT OF ANNUITY.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 

205(a) of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1055(a)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘or, at the election of 
the participant, shall be provided in the form 
of a qualified joint and 2⁄3 survivor annuity’’ 
after ‘‘survivor annuity,’’. 

(B) DEFINITION.—Subsection (d) of section 
205 of such Act (29 U.S.C. 1055) is amended— 

(i) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively, 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(d)’’, and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) For purposes of this section, the term 

‘‘qualified joint and 2⁄3 survivor annuity’’ 
means an annuity— 

‘‘(A) for the participant while both the par-
ticipant and the spouse are alive with a sur-
vivor annuity for the life of surviving indi-
vidual (either the participant or the spouse) 
equal to 67 percent of the amount of the an-
nuity which is payable to the participant 
while both the participant and the spouse 
are alive, 

‘‘(B) which is the actuarial equivalent of a 
single annuity for the life of the participant, 
and 

‘‘(C) which, for all other purposes of this 
Act, is treated as a qualified joint and sur-
vivor annuity.’’. 

(2) ILLUSTRATION REQUIREMENT.—Clause (i) 
of section 205(c)(3)(A) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 
1055(c)(3)(A)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) the terms and conditions of each quali-
fied joint and survivor annuity and qualified 
joint and 2⁄3 survivor annuity offered, accom-
panied by an illustration of the benefits 
under each such annuity for the particular 
participant and spouse and an acknowledge-
ment form to be signed by the participant 
and the spouse that they have read and con-
sidered the illustration before any form of 
retirement benefit is chosen,’’. 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE.— 

(1) AMOUNT OF ANNUITY.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 

401(a)(11)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to requirement of joint and 
survivor annuity and preretirement survivor 
annuity) is amended by inserting ‘‘or, at the 
election of the participant, shall be provided 
in the form of a qualified joint and 2⁄3 sur-
vivor annuity’’ after ‘‘survivor annuity,’’. 

(B) DEFINITION.—Section 417 of such Code 
(relating to definitions and special rules for 
purposes of minimum survivor annuity re-
quirements) is amended by redesignating 
subsection (f) as subsection (g) and by insert-
ing after subsection (e) the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(f) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED JOINT AND 2⁄3 
SURVIVOR ANNUITY.—For purposes of this 
section and section 401(a)(11), the term 
‘‘qualified joint and 2⁄3 survivor annuity’’ 
means an annuity— 

‘‘(1) for the participant while both the par-
ticipant and the spouse are alive with a sur-
vivor annuity for the life of surviving indi-
vidual (either the participant or the spouse) 
equal to 67 percent of the amount of the an-
nuity which is payable to the participant 

while both the participant and the spouse 
are alive, 

‘‘(2) which is the actuarial equivalent of a 
single annuity for the life of the participant, 
and 

‘‘(3) which, for all other purposes of this 
title, is treated as a qualified joint and sur-
vivor annuity.’’. 

(2) ILLUSTRATION REQUIREMENT.—Clause (i) 
of section 417(a)(3)(A) of such Code (relating 
to explanation of joint and survivor annuity) 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) the terms and conditions of each quali-
fied joint and survivor annuity and qualified 
joint and 2⁄3 survivor annuity offered, accom-
panied by an illustration of the benefits 
under each such annuity for the particular 
participant and spouse and an acknowledge-
ment form to be signed by the participant 
and the spouse that they have read and con-
sidered the illustration before any form of 
retirement benefit is chosen,’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to plan years begin-
ning on or after January 1, 1998. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR COLLECTIVELY BAR-
GAINED PLANS.—In the case of a plan main-
tained pursuant to 1 or more collective bar-
gaining agreements between employee rep-
resentatives and 1 or more employers rati-
fied on or before the date of enactment of 
this Act, the amendments made by this sec-
tion shall apply to the first plan year begin-
ning on or after the earlier of— 

(A) the later of— 
(i) January 1, 1999, or 
(ii) the date on which the last of such col-

lective bargaining agreements terminates 
(determined without regard to any extension 
thereof after the date of enactment of this 
Act), or 

(B) January 1, 2000. 
(3) PLAN AMENDMENTS.—If any amendment 

made by this section requires an amendment 
to any plan, such plan amendment shall not 
be required to be made before the first plan 
year beginning on or after January 1, 2000, 
if— 

(A) during the period after such amend-
ment made by this section takes effect and 
before such first plan year, the plan is oper-
ated in accordance with the requirements of 
such amendment made by this section, and 

(B) such plan amendment applies retro-
actively to the period after such amendment 
made by this section takes effect and such 
first plan year. 

A plan shall not be treated as failing to pro-
vide definitely determinable benefits or con-
tributions, or to be operated in accordance 
with the provisions of the plan, merely be-
cause it operates in accordance with this 
paragraph. 
TITLE V—SPOUSAL CONSENT REQUIRED 

FOR DISTRIBUTIONS FROM SECTION 
401(k) PLANS 

SEC. 501. SPOUSAL CONSENT REQUIRED FOR DIS-
TRIBUTIONS FROM SECTION 401(k) 
PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
401(k) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(defining qualified cash or deferred arrange-
ment) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end of subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (D) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(E) which provides that no distribution 
may be made unless— 

‘‘(i) the spouse of the employee (if any) 
consents in writing (during the 90-day period 
ending on the date of the distribution) to 
such distribution, and 

‘‘(ii) requirements comparable to the re-
quirements of section 417(a)(2) are met with 
respect to such consent.’’ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions in plan years beginning on or after 
January 1, 1998. 
TITLE VI—WOMEN’S PENSION TOLL-FREE 

PHONE NUMBER 
SEC. 601. WOMEN’S PENSION TOLL-FREE PHONE 

NUMBER. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor 

shall contract with an independent organiza-
tion to create a women’s pension toll-free 
telephone number and contact to serve as— 

(1) a resource for women on pension ques-
tions and issues; 

(2) a source for referrals to appropriate 
agencies; and 

(3) a source for printed information. 
(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$500,000 for each of the fiscal years 1998, 1998, 
2000, and 2001 to carry out subsection (a). 
TITLE VII—PERIODIC PENSION BENEFITS 

STATEMENTS 
SEC. 701. PERIODIC PENSION BENEFITS STATE-

MENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 

105 of the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1025) is amended 
by striking ‘‘shall furnish to any plan partic-
ipant or beneficiary who so requests in writ-
ing,’’ and inserting ‘‘shall furnish at least 
once every 3 years, in the case of a defined 
benefit plan, and annually, in the case of a 
defined contribution plan, to each plan par-
ticipant, and shall furnish to any plan par-
ticipant or beneficiary who so requests,’’. 

(b) RULE FOR MULTIEMPLOYER PLANS.—Sub-
section (d) of section 105 of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29 
U.S.C. 1025) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(d) Each administrator of a plan to which 
more than 1 unaffiliated employer is re-
quired to contribute shall furnish to any 
plan participant or beneficiary who so re-
quests in writing, a statement described in 
subsection (a).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to plan 
years beginning after the earlier of— 

(1) the date of issuance by the Secretary of 
Labor of regulations providing guidance for 
simplifying defined benefit plan calculations 
with respect to the information required 
under section 105 of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1025), or 

(2) December 31, 1997. 

COMPREHENSIVE WOMEN’S PENSION 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1997 

Section-by-Section Summary 
SECTION 101—INTEGRATION 

Problem—Social Security integration is a 
little known, but potentially devastating 
mechanism whereby employers can reduce a 
portion of employer-provided pension bene-
fits by the amount of Social Security to 
which an employee is entitled. The Tax Re-
form Act of 1986 limited integration so as to 
guarantee a minimum level of benefits, but 
the formula only applied to benefits accrued 
in plan years beginning after December 31, 
1998. Low wage workers are disproportion-
ately affected by integration and are often 
left with minimal benefits. 

Solution—Apply the integration limita-
tions of Tax Reform Act of 1986 to all plan 
years prior to 1988, thereby minimizing inte-
gration for low and moderate wage workers. 
In addition, eliminate integration entirely 
for plan years beginning on or after January 
1, 2004. The lag between enactment and 2004 
is designed to be a transition period for em-
ployers. No integration would be permissible 
for Simplied Employee Pensions for taxable 
years beginning after January 1, 1998. 
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SECTION 102—APPLICATION OF MINIMUM COV-

ERAGE REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT TO SEP-
ARATE LINES OF BUSINESS 
Problem—Current law allows companies 

with several lines of business to deny a sub-
stantial percentage of employees pension 
coverage. The employees denied coverage are 
disproportionately low-wage workers. 

Solution—Requires that all employees 
within a single line of business be provided 
pension coverage to the extent the employer 
provides coverage and the employee meets 
other statutory requirements such as min-
imum age and hours. 

SECTION 103—DIVISION OF PENSION BENEFITS 
UPON DIVORCE 

Problem—Pension assets are often over-
looked in divorce even though they can be a 
couple’s most valuable asset. 

Solution—Using COBRA as a model for the 
process, provide for an automatic division of 
defined benefit pension benefits earned dur-
ing the marriage upon divorce, provided that 
the couple has been married for five years. 
The employee would notify his or her em-
ployer of a divorce. The employer would then 
send a letter to the ex-spouse informing him 
or her that he or she may be entitled to half 
of the pension earned while the couple was 
married. The ex-spouse would then have 60 
days, as under COBRA, to contact the em-
ployer and determine eligibility. If a Quali-
fied Domestic Relations Order (QDRO) dealt 
with the pension benefits, then this provi-
sion would not apply. 
SECTION 104—CLARIFICATION OF CONTINUED 

AVAILABILITY OF REMEDIES RELATING TO 
MATTERS TREATED IN DOMESTIC RELATIONS 
ORDERS ENTERED INTO BEFORE 1985 
Problem—In response to both the greater 

propensity of women to spend their retire-
ment years in poverty and the fact that 
women were much less likely to earn private 
pension rights based on their own work his-
tory, the Retirement Equity Act of 1984 gave 
the wife the right to a share of her husband’s 
pension assets in the case of divorce. This 
law only applied to divorces entered into 
after January 1, 1985. 

Solution—Where a divorce occurred prior 
to 1985, allow the Qualified Domestic Rela-
tions Order (QDRO) to be reopened to provide 
for the division of pension assets pursuant to 
a court order. 
SECTION 105—ENTITLEMENT OF DIVORCED 

SPOUSES TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT ANNU-
ITIES INDEPENDENT OF ACTUAL ENTITLEMENT 
OF EMPLOYEE 
Problem—Under the Railroad Retirement 

System a divorced wife is automatically en-
titled to 50% of her husband’s pension under 
Tier I benefits as long as four conditions are 
met: 1) the divorced wife and her husband 
must both be at least 62 years old; 2) the cou-
ple must have been married for at least 10 
consecutive years; 3) she must not have re-
married when she applies; and 4) her former 
husband must have started collecting his 
own railroad retirement benefits. There have 
been situations where a former husband has 
delayed collection of benefits so as to deny 
the former wife benefits. 

Solution—Eliminate the requirement that 
the former husband has started collecting 
his own railroad retirement benefits. 
SECTION 201—EXTENSION OF TIER II RAILROAD 

RETIREMENT BENEFITS TO SURVIVING FORMER 
SPOUSES PURSUANT TO DIVORCE AGREEMENTS 
Problem—The Tier I benefits under the 

Railroad Retirement Board take the place of 
social security. The Tier II benefits take the 
place of a private pension. Under current 
law, a divorced widow loses any court or-
dered Tier II benefits she may have been re-
ceiving while her ex-husband was alive, leav-
ing her with only a Tier I annuity. 

Solution—All payment of a Tier II survivor 
annuity after divorce. 
SECTION 202—COURT ORDERS RELATING TO FED-

ERAL RETIREMENT BENEFITS FOR FORMER 
SPOUSES OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 
Problem—Currently, under CSRS, if the 

husband dies after leaving the government 
(either before or after retirement age) and 
before starting to collect retirement bene-
fits, no retirement or survivor benefits are 
payable to the spouse or former spouse. 

Solution—Make widow or divorced widow 
benefits payable no matter when the ex-hus-
band dies or starts collecting his benefits. 
SECTION 203—SURVIVOR ANNUITIES FOR WIDOWS, 

WIDOWERS, AND FORMER SPOUSES OF FED-
ERAL EMPLOYEES WHO DIE BEFORE ATTAINING 
AGE FOR DEFERRED ANNUITY UNDER CSRS 
Problem—In the case of a husband dying 

before collecting benefits, his contributions 
to the Civil Service Retirement System are 
paid to the person named as the ‘‘bene-
ficiary.’’ The employee may name anyone as 
the beneficiary. A divorce court cannot order 
him to name his former spouse as the bene-
ficiary to receive a refund of contributions 
upon his death, even if she was to receive a 
portion of his pension. 

Solution—Authorize courts to order the 
ex-husband to name his former wife as the 
beneficiary of all or a portion of any re-
funded contributions. 
SECTION 301—SMALL 401(K) PLANS REQUIRED TO 

PROVIDE ANNUAL INVESTMENT REPORTS TO 
PARTICIPANTS 
Problem—Current law requires that pen-

sion plans file an annual detailed investment 
report with the Treasury Department and 
make it available to any participant upon re-
quest. Pension plans, including 401(k)s, with 
fewer than 100 participants and beneficiaries 
are not required to file or make detailed in-
vestment reports available to participants. 
401(k)s, unlike traditional pension plans, do 
not have the plan sponsor guaranteeing their 
pension benefits nor do they have PBGC pen-
sion insurance. Consequently small 401(k) 
participants bear the investment risks, but 
are not told what the investments are. 

Solution—The Secretary of Labor must 
issue regulations requiring small 401(k) plans 
to provide each participant with an annual 
investment report. The details of the report 
are left to the Secretary. 

SECTION 302—SECTION 401(K) INVESTMENT 
PROTECTION 

Problem—Under federal law, a traditional 
defined benefit pension plan may not invest 
more than 10 percent of its assets in the 
company sponsoring the plan. The purpose of 
the limitation is to protect employees from 
losing their jobs and pensions at the same 
time. The 10 percent limitation does not 
apply to 401(k) plans, despite their having be-
come the predominant form of pension plan, 
enrolling 23 million employees and investing 
more than $675 billion. 

Solution—Apply the 10 percent limit to 
employee contributions to 401(k) plans—un-
less the participants, not the company spon-
soring the plan, make the investment deci-
sions. 

SECTION 401—MODIFICATIONS OF JOINT AND 
SURVIVOR ANNUITY REQUIREMENTS 

Problem—Under current federal law, tradi-
tional defined benefit pension plans can offer 
unequal survivor benefit options. That op-
tion can pay the surviving spouse (most 
often the wife) only half the survivor’s ben-
efit paid to the spouse who participated in 
the plan. Plans may, but are not required, to 
offer more equitable options. Current law 
also requires that pension plans disclose re-
tirement benefit options to one spouse, the 
spouse who participated in the plan. This 

leaves the other spouse (usually the wife) un-
informed about an irrevocable decision that 
affects her income for the rest of her life. 

Solution—Require that pension plans offer 
an additional option that provides either 
surviving spouse with two-thirds of the ben-
efit received while both were alive. Require 
that both spouses be given a illustration of 
benefits before any benefit can be chosen. 
SECTION 501—SPOUSAL CONSENT REQUIRED FOR 

DISTRIBUTIONS FROM SECTION 401(K) PLANS 
Problem—Under current federal law, in 

order for a plan participant to take a lump 
sum distribution from a defined benefit plan, 
the participant must have the consent of his 
or her spouse. This is not true of a 401(k) 
plan. This means that a participant can, at 
any time, drain his or her pension plan and 
leave the spouse with no access to retire-
ment savings. 

Solution—Require that 401(k) plans be cov-
ered by the same spousal consent protections 
as defined benefit plans when it comes to 
lump-sum distributions. 

SECTION 601—WOMEN’S PENSION TOLL-FREE 
PHONE NUMBER 

Problem—One of the key obstacles to wom-
en’s pension security is lack of information. 
Too many women do not know whether or 
not they are eligible for retirement income, 
the implications of the decisions they are 
asked to make regarding divorce and sur-
vivor benefits, the steps they should take to 
provide for a secure retirement, or even how 
to gather the necessary information. 

Solution—Create a women’s pension hot-
line that can provide basic information to 
women regarding pension law and their op-
tions under that law. 

SECTION 701—PERIODIC PENSION BENEFITS 
STATEMENTS 

Problem—Under federal law, pension plans 
are required to provide a benefits statement 
annually, upon request by the employee. 
Many employees, especially young employ-
ees, do not consider pension income or do not 
feel secure requesting information from 
their employer. Thus, many employees do 
not know the amount of their accrued bene-
fits, or payout upon retirement. In addition, 
there are numerous instances of defined con-
tribution plans misappropriating money by 
failing to place funds in the employee’s ac-
count. Unless an employee asks for a state-
ment, he or she does not have a clear idea of 
the state of his or her retirement security, 
or if the funds are being properly placed. 

Solution—Require that 401(k) plans pro-
vide benefits statements automatically at 
least once a year. For defined benefit plans, 
due to the more complicated calculations re-
quired to produce an accurate future benefits 
statement be automatically provided every 
three years. 

By Mr. GRAMS (for himself, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. KOHL, Mr. KYL, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. HAGEL, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S. 322. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Market Transition Act to repeal 
the Northeast Interstate Dairy Com-
pact provision; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

THE NORTHEAST INTERSTATE DAIRY COMPACT 
REPEAL ACT OF 1997 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today, along with my colleague from 
Wisconsin, Senator FEINGOLD, to intro-
duce the Dairy Fairness Act. In short, 
this bill repeals the provision in the 
1996 farm bill creating the so-called 
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact. 

Senator FEINGOLD and I offer this 
legislation with 10 other colleagues, 
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both Democrats and Republicans, for 
two basic reasons: Fair process and 
sound policy. The compact sets a very 
dangerous precedent by violating both. 
Let me be specific, first regarding proc-
ess. 

Back in the 103d Congress—to give 
history—the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee held a business meeting to con-
sider the compact, without the benefit 
of a prior public hearing, and reported 
the bill to the floor. The full Senate 
never considered it. A House Judiciary 
subcommittee held a hearing on the 
proposal, but eventually sent it to full 
committee without a recommendation 
because the vote was evenly divided for 
and against the compact. The bill died 
in full committee. It is important to 
note that the official Department of 
Agriculture witness at the House hear-
ing stated the administration had no 
position and twice stated that, we be-
lieve this is a matter that warrants 
further review and consideration. 

In the 104th Congress, the compact 
was the subject of not one single hear-
ing in either the Judiciary Committee 
or the Agriculture Committee of the 
Senate. Nor was it the topic of a single 
hearing in counterpart committees in 
the House. The importance of all this is 
that veteran lawmakers knew, at best, 
that the Department of Agriculture 
was not sure about the compact. And, 
11 freshmen senators and 87 House 
freshmen knew little-to-nothing about 
the compact because of the lack of any 
public record. 

Despite this, the compact was ex-
humed from its crypt and found its way 
into the Senate’s version of the farm 
bill. Fortunately, many of my col-
leagues and I led a successful bipar-
tisan effort to strip the compact from 
the farm bill. The House had never in-
cluded the compact in its version. 

Now, here is the kicker. The compact 
never had ample consideration in the 
103d Congress. It never had a single 
hearing in the 104th. The compact was 
not included in the House version of 
the farm bill. And, it was stripped out 
of the Senate’s version. But the com-
pact came back to life in conference. It 
was included in the 1996 farm bill and, 
due to time constraints on passage of 
farm legislation, as we know, the com-
pact became law. 

Now, my purpose in reciting this lit-
any of events is not to disparage the 
respective committees for not consid-
ering the compact. They have their pri-
orities. Nor do I mean to disparage 
those in the conference committee for 
agreeing to the compact. 

They worked hard to present a time-
ly and—aside from the compact—excel-
lent farm bill for farmers who were al-
ready making planting decisions, if not 
already planting at the time the bill 
was passed. 

Now my point is best summarized by 
the late Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes 
who said that ‘‘the best test of truth is 
the power of the thought to get itself 
accepted in the competition of the 
market, and that truth is the only 

ground upon which their wishes can be 
carried out.’’ 

I would like to think that my col-
leagues in what’s been called the most 
deliberative body in the world would 
want nothing less for the compact or 
any other proposal. Unfortunately, the 
compact never faced the test and, as a 
consequence it has never been accept-
ed. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt 
about it, the compact circumvented a 
very important process. 

In regard to policy, the scenario does 
not improve. In a nutshell, the com-
pact would permit a six-State compact 
commission to fix prices for that re-
gion’s dairy producers. Yet, simple eco-
nomics tells us that the higher min-
imum price set by the commission will 
result in even more milk production in 
the six-State region—which is great 
news for producers in those six States. 
But the overproduction will undoubt-
edly further depress producer income 
for every other region of the country. 

Unfortunately, as many of my col-
leagues know, producer income nation-
ally is already so depressed that the 
Secretary announced some emergency 
steps to correct the problem including 
the purchase of $5 million in cheese and 
advanced cheese purchases for the 
School Lunch Program. In the Mid-
west, it’s reported to be so bad that 
small- and mid-sized producers aren’t 
even recovering the cost of production. 
But despite all this, the compact will 
drive national dairy prices down even 
further in 44 States in order to boost 
producer income in 6, even though the 
6 have traditionally received higher 
class I prices in the first place. 

The compact is patently unfair. The 
inequity it creates for dairy farmers in 
44 States is exactly the problem the 
Framers of the Constitution thought 
Congress would protect against in pro-
viding us with the power to regulate 
commerce among the States. 

Now, I understand that even more 
States are pondering the idea of a com-
pact of their own. I cannot underscore 
how destructive this course is: using 
government-condoned, anticompetitive 
programs to the disadvantage of other 
domestic producers in other regions of 
the country. In an era of freer and fair-
er trade, I find it very troubling that 
what we don’t want to do with our for-
eign competitors, we’re now doing to 
ourselves. That’s no way to encourage 
a national industry and that’s no way 
to compete abroad. 

Of course, it is not just dairy pro-
ducers who are hurt by the compact. 
According to Public Voice, a leading 
consumer advocacy group, the compact 
will cost New England consumers over 
$300 million in just 3 years, especially 
affecting the region’s poor, and drive 
up the cost of Federal, State, and local 
food nutrition programs. Indeed, the 
St. Paul Pioneer Press, the Washington 
Post, the New York Times, and the 
Boston Herald—whose employees as 
New Englanders are ostensibly served 
by the compact—have called it ‘‘nox-

ious,’’ ‘‘absurd,’’ an ‘‘ugly precedent,’’ 
and the ‘‘OPEC of milk.’’ 

The compact is being challenged in 
Federal court. In fact, last week, the 
court issued an order allowing the Sec-
retary of Agriculture 45 days to bolster 
his arguments for the compact before 
the case proceeds any further. But 
what was most telling was the tenor of 
the order and I’ll offer just an excerpt. 
The order reads: 

As the Court tried to make plain in its De-
cember 11, 1996 Opinion, [the court] could not 
even tell whether anyone at the Department 
of Agriculture had read all the comments in 
the administrative record or just counted 
them since the only expressed reason . . . for 
his finding of compelling public interest . . . 
was that 95 percent of the comments . . . 
supported the implementation of the Com-
pact. But, a simple head count will not do 
. . . particularly in view of the numerous 
concerns the Secretary himself expressed 
[about the Compact]. Those concerns, ex-
pressed in four paragraphs, overshadow the 
four reasons, expressed in two sentences, 
that the Secretary gave for finding a compel-
ling public interest. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
order printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[U.S. District Court for the District of 
Columbia, Civil Action No. 96–2027 (PLF)] 

MILK INDUSTRY FOUNDATION, PLAINTIFF, v. 
DANIEL R. GLICKMAN, SECRETARY, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, DEFENDANT, 
AND NORTHEAST DAIRY COMPACT COMMIS-
SION, DEFENDANT-INTERVENOR 

ORDER 

This matter is before the Court on defend-
ant’s motion for a stay of proceedings in this 
case to allow the Secretary of Agriculture 45 
days to provide what defendant characterizes 
as ‘‘an Amplified Decision on its finding that 
there is compelling public interest in the 
compact region for the Northeast Interstate 
Dairy Compact.’’ Plaintiff opposes the mo-
tion for a variety of reasons, while defend-
ant-intervenor supports it. 

The parties to this case are all aware that 
Congress placed a particular condition on its 
consent to the Compact—that the Secretary 
make a finding of compelling public interest. 
As the Court tried to make plain in its De-
cember 11, 1996 Opinion, it could not even 
tell whether anyone at the Department of 
Agriculture had read all the comments in 
the administrative record or just counted 
them, since the only expressed reason the 
secretary gave for his finding of compelling 
public interest (other than congressional 
consent and state approval) was that 95 per-
cent of the comments the Department re-
ceived supported implementation of the 
Compact. Opinion at 8, 24–25. But ‘‘a simple 
head count will not do,’’ id. at 24, particu-
larly in view of the numerous concerns the 
Secretary himself expressed about the poten-
tial adverse effects the Compact might have, 
concerns presumably based on material in 
the record. Id. at 9–10, 25. ‘‘Those concerns, 
expressed in four paragraphs, overshadow the 
four reasons, expressed in two sentences, 
that the Secretary gave for finding a compel-
ling public interest.’’ Id. at 25. 

If the Secretary wants time now ‘‘to am-
plify’’ his decision, he must make sure that 
the entire administrative record, including 
the comments submitted, is thoroughly re-
viewed and analyzed and approached from a 
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fresh perspective. It is not open to the Sec-
retary under this Court’s Opinion of Decem-
ber 11, 1996, to approach his task with a pre-
conceived view that a compelling public in-
terest exists. His job is not merely to cull 
out from the favorable comments reasons to 
support a pre-determined decision. His re-
sponsibility is to review the quality of the 
comments in the record and to decide wheth-
er his earlier finding is justified at all. 

The Court is prepared to grant the stay re-
quested by the defendant, so long as the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and his counsel under-
stand what is required over the course of the 
next 45 days. The Court agrees with plaintiff 
that if a stay is granted the Secretary’s re-
sponsibility is much broader than he and de-
fendant-intervenor suggest. The Secretary 
must now be as open to reaching a finding of 
no public interest as he is to concluding that 
there is one. Regardless of which conclusion 
he reaches, he must articulate his reasons in 
accordance with the Administrative Proce-
dure Act and the case law. With the fore-
going in mind, it is hereby 

Ordered that all proceedings in this case 
are stayed until March 20, 1997, during which 
time the Secretary of Agriculture shall re-
view the Administrative Record in this case, 
reach a conclusion with respect to the exist-
ence of a compelling public interest, and pro-
vide a reasoned explanation for that decision 
in accordance with this Court’s Opinion of 
December 11, 1996, and today’s order, it is 

Further ordered that the stay does not pre-
clude plaintiff from renewing its motion for 
a preliminary injunction should the Compact 
attempt to move forward and impose higher 
milk prices or for any other appropriate rea-
son; it is 

Further ordered that the briefing and argu-
ment schedule set forth in this Court’s Order 
of December 11, 1996, is rescinded; and it is 

Further ordered that the parties shall 
jointly propose within ten days from the 
date of this Order a revised briefing and ar-
gument schedule. 

So ordered. 
PAUL L. FRIEDMAN, 

United States District Judge. 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, in short, 

a Federal judge cannot even find the 
merit behind the compact. But, despite 
earlier misgivings, the Department 
seems resigned to embarking on what 
appears to be the herculean task of 
making some sense out of the compact 
in order to save it from a court. 

Now, Mr. President, I believe this 
Congress has a unique opportunity to 
save an overcrowded court some time, 
help the Department focus its energies 
on the consolidation and reform of 
milk marketing orders, and do it all 
while guaranteeing New England con-
sumers and dairy producers in 44 
States a little fairness. We can do this 
by passing the Dairy Fairness Act. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. 

I see some of my other colleagues 
who have helped sponsor this legisla-
tion, including Senator KOHL and Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, are on the floor, and I 
yield some time to them if they would 
like to add their support to this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Wis-
consin. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my continued opposition to the 
Northeast Dairy Compact. As I have 
said many times in the past, it does 
not make me happy to oppose efforts 

by dairy farmers in other parts of the 
country to reap a higher price for their 
milk. For years, I have worked with 
many of the proponents of the compact 
in efforts to help farmers get a better 
price for their product. But in the past, 
these efforts have been national. And I 
believe we should continue with na-
tional efforts to bring farmers to-
gether, instead of regional efforts that 
pit farmer against farmer. 

The Northeast Compact is an effort 
by six Northeastern States to establish 
a regional cartel, to guarantee the 
farmers in that region alone get a high-
er price for their milk, to the det-
riment of the consumers in the North-
east, and farmers in other parts of the 
country, including Wisconsin. In my 
view, it is the exact opposite of what 
we should be doing; which is estab-
lishing a fair and reasonable national 
dairy policy that gives farmers in all 
regions an opportunity to prosper, free 
of structural impediments from the 
Federal Government. 

In my region of the country, the dis-
criminatory nature of the current milk 
pricing system has contributed to a 
dangerous erosion of our farm econ-
omy. In Wisconsin alone, we have lost 
12,000 dairy farms in the last 10 years. 
And I believe that the Northeast Com-
pact will worsen the regional inequities 
that exist today, and be detrimental to 
farmers in regions outside the North-
east. 

To those outside the upper Midwest, 
who have not witnessed the destruction 
caused by the current milk pricing sys-
tem, it may be difficult to understand 
how pricing schemes in one region 
could affect other regions of the coun-
try. But we cannot ignore that dairy 
markets are national, and any effort to 
artificially boost prices in one region 
alone will have effects throughout the 
national system. History has proven 
that point time and time again, and 
unfortunately, Wisconsin is the prov-
ing ground of that destruction. 

And even prior to its implementa-
tion, the evidence is beginning to build 
proving that the Northeast Dairy Com-
pact sets a dangerous precedent in U.S. 
economic policy. Recently, the secre-
taries of agriculture from 15 south-
eastern States announced that they 
would be seeking to establish a South-
eastern Dairy Compact, citing the 
precedent established by the Northeast 
Compact. So we must ask ourselves, 
where does it stop? A 6-State dairy car-
tel in the Northeast, a 15-State dairy 
cartel in the Southeast. This disinte-
gration of our national economic unity 
does not come without cost. We may 
not be able to predict where this new 
regional cartel movement will stop, 
but it is clearly dangerous. 

So I join my colleagues in intro-
ducing this legislation that would re-
peal the section of the 1996 farm bill 
that gives the Secretary of Agriculture 
authority to approve the Northeast 
Compact. Whether it is stopped legisla-
tively, or by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, to whom it has been returned 

by a Federal judge for reconsideration, 
I believe it should be stopped. And I 
urge my colleagues to join us in oppos-
ing this dangerous precedent for U.S. 
economic policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin under time controlled 
by the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I, too, am pleased to rise in 
support of the legislation introduced 
by the Senator from Minnesota, and 
also by my friend and colleague, the 
senior Senator from Wisconsin, Sen-
ator KOHL. 

I was prepared to give a longer 
speech but I am informed that the 
mother-in-law of the Senator from 
Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, has passed away, 
and he is not able to be here today be-
cause of that. For that reason, I simply 
associate my remarks with the Senator 
from Minnesota, and the senior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin so we can take 
this debate up on another day when 
Senator LEAHY is able to respond. He is 
very able to respond himself. We have a 
strong disagreement on this issue, but 
I am a great friend of his and I believe 
he is a fine Senator and prefer at this 
point to wait. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
legislation introduced by the Senator 
from Minnesota, Senator GRAMS, to re-
peal the Northeast Interstate Dairy 
Compact. The Northeast Dairy Com-
pact was included in the 1996 farm bill 
during conference negotiations after it 
had been struck from the Senate 
version of the farm bill during floor 
consideration of the farm bill early 
last year. 

Mr. President, the Northeast Inter-
state Dairy Compact establishes a com-
mission for six Northeastern States— 
Vermont, Maine, New Hampshire, Mas-
sachusetts, Rhode Island, and Con-
necticut—empowered to set minimum 
prices for fluid milk above those estab-
lished under Federal Milk Marketing 
Orders. Ironically, the Federal milk 
marketing order system already pro-
vides farmers in the designated com-
pact region with minimum milk prices 
higher than those received by most 
other dairy farmers throughout the na-
tion. The compact not only allows the 
six States to set artificially high fluid 
milk prices for their producers, it also 
allows those States to keep out lower 
priced milk from producers in com-
peting States and provides processors 
within the region with a subsidy to ex-
port their higher priced milk to non-
compact States. 

Mr. President, the arguments against 
this type of price-fixing scheme are nu-
merous: It interferes with interstate 
commerce by erecting barriers around 
one region of the Nation; It provides 
preferential price treatment for farm-
ers in the Northeast at the expense of 
farmers nationally; It encourages ex-
cess milk production in one region 
without establishing effective supply 
control which may drive down milk 
prices for producers throughout the 
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country; It imposes higher costs on the 
millions of consumers in the Compact 
region; It imposes higher costs to tax-
payers who pay for nutrition programs 
such as food stamps and the national 
school lunch programs which provide 
for milk and other dairy products in 
their programs; and as a price-fixing 
compact it is unprecedented in the his-
tory of this Nation. 

Most important to my home State of 
Wisconsin, Mr. President, is that the 
Northeast Dairy Compact exacerbates 
the inequities within the Federal milk 
marketing orders system that already 
discriminates against dairy farmers in 
Wisconsin and throughout the upper 
Midwest. Federal orders provide higher 
fluid milk prices to producers the fur-
ther they are located from Eau Claire, 
WI, for markets east of the Rocky 
Mountains. 

Wisconsin farmers have complained 
for many years that this inherently 
discriminatory system provides other 
regions, such as the Northeast, the 
Southeast, and the Southwest with 
milk prices that encourage excess pro-
duction in those regions. Of course, 
that excess production drives down 
prices throughout the Nation and re-
sults in excessive production of cheese, 
butter, and dry milk. Cheese and other 
manufactured dairy products con-
stitute the pillar of our dairy industry 
in Wisconsin. Competition for the pro-
duction and sale of these products by 
other regions spurred on by artificial 
incentives under milk marketing or-
ders has eroded our markets for cheese 
and other products. 

Mr. President, my State of Wisconsin 
loses more than 1,000 dairy farms per 
year either through bankruptcy or at-
trition. The number of manufacturing 
plants has declined from 400 in 1985 to 
less than 230 in 1996. These losses are 
due in part, to the systematic discrimi-
nation and market distortions created 
by Federal dairy policies that provide 
artificial regional advantages that can-
not be justified on any rational eco-
nomic grounds. 

Mr. President, my colleague from 
Minnesota, Senator GRAMS and I are on 
the floor today offering this legislation 
because the Northeast Dairy Compact 
reinforces the discrimination that has 
so damaged the dairy industry in our 
States. We have fought to change Fed-
eral milk marketing orders and we will 
fight to prevent the Northeast Dairy 
Compact from ever going into effect. 

Less damaging but more insulting to 
Wisconsin dairy farmers than the in-
crease in regional inequities is the in-
herent assumption of the compact pro-
ponents that either the financial dis-
tress of Northeast dairy farmers is 
worse than that experienced by farmers 
in other regions or that farmers in the 
Northeast are more important than 
farmers elsewhere. Either assumption 
is ludicrous. 

As all Senators are aware, when milk 
prices plummet, as they did last fall by 
26 percent in 3 months, the financial 
pain is felt by farmers throughout the 
Nation, no worse and no less by any 
particular region. 

And yet the Northeast Compact pro-
vides price protection for dairy farmers 

in six States, insulating them from 
market conditions which noncompact 
farmers must confront and to which 
they must adjust. Compact proponents 
have never been able to explain how 
conditions in the Northeast merit 
greater protection from market price 
fluctuations than other regions of the 
country. The fact that there are no 
compelling arguments made in favor of 
the compact that justified special 
treatment for the Northeast was em-
phasized by a vote in the full Senate to 
strike the compact from the 1996 farm 
bill. It was the only recorded vote on 
approval or disapproval of the North-
east Dairy Compact—and it killed the 
compact in the Senate. The way in 
which the compact was ultimately in-
cluded in the 1996 farm bill also illus-
trates the weak justification and the 
lack of support for its approval. It was 
never included in a House version of 
the farm bill and yet emerged as part 
of the bill after a closed door Con-
ference negotiation. Legislation which 
is difficult to defend must frequently 
be negotiated behind closed doors rath-
er than in the light of day. 

The 1996 farm bill provided authority 
to approve the compact to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture if he found a 
compelling public interest for the com-
pact in the Northeast. Congress, still 
unwilling to accept responsibility for 
what I believe to be an unjustifiable 
compact, delegated their authority to 
the Secretary. The Secretary approved 
the compact last August but even he, 
with his teams of economists and mar-
keting specialists, was unable to come 
up with an economic justification for 
the compact. The Secretary’s finding of 
‘‘compelling public interest’’ justifying 
his approval of the compact was so 
weak and unsupported by the public 
record that a suit was filed by compact 
opponents in Federal court charging 
that the Secretary violated the Admin-
istrative Procedures Act. Last Decem-
ber, a Federal District Court judge 
found that, in fact, the plaintiffs in 
that suit were likely to prevail on their 
claim that the Secretary’s decision was 
arbitrary and capricious. More re-
cently, the same Federal judge told 
USDA to review the public record and 
determine whether in fact that com-
pact should have been approved. 

Mr. President, the Northeast Dairy 
compact can’t be justified because it is 
just plain bad policy. It is bad public 
policy because it increases costs to tax-
payers nationally and consumers in the 
Northeast to benefit few. It is bad 
dairy policy because it exacerbates re-
gional discrimination of existing Fed-
eral milk marketing orders by pro-
viding artificial advantages to a small 
group of producers at the expense of all 
others. And it is bad economic policy 
because it establishes barriers to inter-
state trade—barriers of the type the 
United States has been working hard 
to eliminate in international markets. 

Mr. President, Congress should never 
have provided Secretary Glickman 
with authority to approve the compact. 
That in my view, was an improper and 
potentially unconstitutional delega-
tion of our authority and it was irre-
sponsible. It is the role of Congress to 

approve interstate compacts and we ir-
responsibly abrogated our responsi-
bility in this matter. It is time to 
make it right. 

I hope the Secretary rescinds his ear-
lier decision to approve the compact in 
the additional time the courts have 
provided him. If he does not, I hope the 
courts strike down the compact both 
on the grounds that it violated the 
APA and on constitutional grounds. 
However, in any event, it is incumbent 
upon Congress to undo the mistake it 
made in the 1996 farm bill. Congress 
can and should act independently of 
both the administrative and judicial 
process to repeal the Northeast Inter-
state Dairy compact. As the other 
branches of Government are doing 
their jobs, we must continue to do 
ours. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

By Mr. SHELBY (for himself, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. HELMS, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. LUGAR, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. THURMOND, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. ENZI, and Mr. 
HAGEL): 

S. 323. A bill to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to declare English as the 
official language of the Government of 
the United States; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

THE LANGUAGE OF GOVERNMENT ACT OF 1997 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce what I consider to 
be one of the most important pieces of 
legislation that will be offered this 
year. It is the Language of Government 
Act of 1997, which designates English 
as the official language of the U.S. 
Government. I have as original cospon-
sors on that legislation Senators BYRD, 
COVERDELL, CRAIG, FAIRCLOTH, GREGG, 
HELMS, HUTCHINSON of Arkansas, 
INHOFE, LUGAR, SANTORUM, THURMOND, 
COCHRAN, and SESSIONS. 

Mr. President, language, as we all 
know, is a powerful factor in society. 
As de Tocqueville observed more than a 
hundred years ago, ‘‘The tie of lan-
guage is perhaps the strongest and the 
most durable that can unite mankind.’’ 
That was true then, and it is true 
today. 

Just as surely as language has the 
power to unite us, it has the power to 
divide us. One year after French-speak-
ing Quebec rejected by a razor-thin 
margin the referendum to secede from 
Canada, our neighbor to the north is 
still grappling with the repercussions 
of the vote. English-speaking residents 
of Quebec have threatened to secede if 
Quebec proceeds with another ref-
erendum. There are many examples in 
the world of what happens to nations 
that are divided among language and 
ethnic lines. Bosnia, as we all know, 
has been decimated by ethnic strife. 
The countries of the former Soviet 
Union are in constant internal conflict 
and turmoil. 
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Today, more than 320 different lan-

guages are spoken in our country. We 
should respect each of these languages 
and those individuals who speak them. 
But in order to assimilate the various 
cultures and ethnic groups that com-
prise our great Nation, I believe we 
must use English. Furthermore, the 
Federal Government should not, in my 
opinion, be expected to administer its 
official business in all of these lan-
guages. Yet, the Federal Government 
continues to expand the number and 
types of services that it administers in 
foreign languages. 

Layers of bureaucracy have been 
added as these governmental agencies 
have evolved into permanent multi- 
language service providers. In light of 
this fact, Mr. President, I believe it is 
imperative that we establish in Amer-
ica a responsible, coherent language 
policy for all of us. 

The legislation that I offer today, on 
behalf of myself and the colleagues I 
mentioned earlier, is simple and 
straightforward. It designates English 
as the language of the Federal Govern-
ment and requires that most Govern-
ment functions be performed in 
English. There are exceptions to that 
rule, Mr. President, for safety, emer-
gencies, and health-related services. 

I want to emphasize that ‘‘official 
English’’ is directed at the Federal 
Government and its agents, but does 
not cover private citizens. In no way, 
Mr. President, does the bill limit an in-
dividual’s use of his or her native lan-
guage in home, church, community, or 
other private communications. 

Mr. President, since last December, 
the Nation has engaged in a heated de-
bate over using ‘‘ebonics’’ in public 
schools. We are all familiar with that. 
I do not intend to join that debate 
today. Instead, I raise this in order to 
mention a fundamental point. In the 
words of Maya Angelo, ‘‘The very idea 
* * * can be very threatening, because 
it can encourage young men and 
women not to learn standard English.’’ 
Without mastering English, our chil-
dren and grandchildren cannot succeed. 
Indeed, as so many Americans know 
from their own experiences, proficiency 
in English propelled them from a life of 
poverty to a future full of opportunity. 

A substantial body of evidence sup-
ports that notion and confirms that 
there is a direct correlation between an 
individual’s ability to speak English in 
America and that person’s economic 
fortunes. 

A recent Ohio University study con-
cluded that if immigrant knowledge of 
English were raised to that of native- 
born Americans, their income levels 
would increase by $63 billion annually. 
In 1994, the Texas Office of Immigra-
tion and Refugee Affairs published a 
study of Southeast Asian refugees in 
Texas. It conclusively demonstrated 
that in that population, individuals 
proficient in English earned over 20 
times the annual income of those who 
could not speak English. Analysis of 
1990 census data shows that immi-

grants’ incomes rise 30 percent as a re-
sult of being able to communicate in 
English. 

So, without question, fluency in the 
English language will do more to em-
power people coming to America than 
all Federal Government services com-
bined. The Federal Government, how-
ever, is offering more services and pro-
ducing more publications in a mul-
titude of foreign languages, at a cost of 
$14 billion annually. Conducting offi-
cial Government functions in a foreign 
language supposedly facilitates assimi-
lation into our society. What began in 
a piecemeal fashion to facilitate as-
similation has mutated into institu-
tionalized and permanent multilingual 
programs and services. 

The effect, Mr. President, is that it 
destroys the incentive to learn English, 
which undermines one of the key objec-
tives of integration in this country. As 
I stated earlier, the plain truth is that 
immigrants who do not develop pro-
ficiency in English will almost always 
be relegated to a lower rung on the eco-
nomic ladder, often far below their 
earnings potential. 

By designating English as the official 
language of our Government, we send a 
clear and unmistakable message that 
English is a necessary part of life in 
America. But it is not just a symbolic 
gesture. If most communication with 
the Federal Government is conducted 
in English, it encourages fluency in 
English. At the same time, establishing 
a language policy will stop the frivo-
lous expenditure of printing Govern-
ment documents in foreign languages. 
There is no justification for the money 
wasted to produce, for example, ‘‘The 
Reproductive Behavior of Young Peo-
ple in the City of Sao Paulo’’ in Por-
tuguese or publication on the U.S. 
Mint in Chinese. The money squan-
dered on those documents would be 
better spent teaching English to those 
who cannot speak it. My bill states 
that the savings from this initiative be 
used to teach English in America. 

Mr. President, national polling indi-
cates that 86 percent of Americans sup-
port making English the official lan-
guage of this country. In fact, Mr. 
President, 8 out of 10 first-generation 
immigrants in America support this 
legislation. As our Nation becomes 
more diverse, it becomes more and 
more important for Congress to deal 
with the establishment of an official 
language policy. Our consideration of 
this bill shows that we take our na-
tional heritage and democracy seri-
ously. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and 
Mr. CAMPBELL): 

S. 324. A bill to amend title 32, 
United States Code, to provide that 
performance of honor guard functions 
at funerals for veterans by members of 
the National Guard may be recognized 
as a Federal function for National 
Guard purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

NATIONAL GUARD LEGISLATION 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr President, I come 

to the floor today to introduce a com-
mon sense piece of legislation of great 
importance to the veterans of our 
country. 

Let me begin by thanking the vet-
erans of my State for bringing this im-
portant issue to my attention. I par-
ticularly want to thank Mr. Fran 
Agnes, past national chairman, with 
the Former Prisoners of War veterans 
service organization. Fran is a cham-
pion for the veterans of my State and 
he never lets an opportunity pass to 
share with me the views of Washington 
State veterans. 

My State is home to nearly 700,000 
veterans, and one of the few States 
with a growing veterans population. 
Washington State vets are active; vir-
tually every veterans service organiza-
tion has chapters, posts, and members 
all across my State. At the State level, 
Washington veterans are also blessed 
with a team of dedicated veterans’ ad-
vocates. For me, this means I have a 
statewide ‘‘unofficial’’ advisory team 
to provide me with regular information 
about the issues of importance to vet-
erans. I hear from Washington vets in 
the classroom, in the grocery store, at 
VA facilities, on the street, in my of-
fice and through the mail. My service 
on the Veterans’ Affairs Committee is 
a genuine partnership with the vet-
erans of my State. 

The bill I am introducing today is a 
direct result of this partnership. Sim-
ply stated, my bill proposes to allow 
the performance of honor guard func-
tions by members of the National 
Guard at funerals for veterans. 

It may shock my colleagues to know 
why this legislation is so important. 
Sadly, decorated U.S. veterans are 
being laid to rest all across this coun-
try without the appropriate military 
honors. 

For years, military installations 
trained personnel to provide color 
guard services at the funerals of vet-
erans. Oftentimes, as many as 10 active 
duty personnel were made available by 
local military installations to provide 
funeral services for a compatriot and 
his or her grieving family. These serv-
ices were immensely important to the 
veterans community. It allowed vet-
erans to see fellow veterans treated 
with the appropriate respect and admi-
ration they deserved, and to know that 
they would also be afforded a dignified 
service. 

As the military has downsized in re-
cent years, many installations are no 
longer able to provide personnel to per-
form color guard services and aid the 
veteran’s family. Some installations do 
provide limited assistance if the de-
ceased served in that branch of the 
military. In my State, that means very 
little to the Navy family who loses a 
loved one near the Air Force or Army 
installations nearby. And we all know, 
when a family member passes away 
there is little time or emotional capac-
ity to plan a funeral. Too often, the re-
sult for a veteran is a funeral service 
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without the requested and the deserved 
military honors. This must change. 

Veterans’ service organizations have 
stepped in and tried to provide the 
color guard services for fellow deceased 
veterans. By most accounts, they do a 
very good job. But VSO’s cannot meet 
the need for color guard services. By 
their own admission, they often lack 
the crispness and the precision of 
trained military personnel. Our vet-
erans population is getting older, and 
we cannot expect a group of older vet-
erans to provide these services day in 
and day out for their military peers. 
We are simply asking too much of a 
generation that has already given so 
much. 

My bill is an important first step to-
ward ensuring that every veteran re-
ceives a funeral worthy of the valiant 
service he or she has given to our coun-
try. I believe every single Member of 
Congress believes our veterans deserve 
to be remembered with the appropriate 
military honors during a funeral serv-
ice. By passing my legislation, the Con-
gress can send a message to veterans 
that their service to us all will never 
be forgotten. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in this effort to pass this legis-
lation at the earliest opportunity. 

Mr. President, I also want to thank 
Senator and Korean war veteran BEN 
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL for joining me 
in this effort. Senator CAMPBELL also 
serves on the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee and I know personally of his 
great commitment to the veterans of 
our country. And I’d also like to thank 
Congressman PAUL KANJORSKI, who has 
previously introduced this legislation 
on the House side. As I understand it, 
his constituents in Pennsylvania origi-
nally asked him to get involved in this 
effort. I look forward to working close-
ly with both Senator CAMPBELL and 
Congressman KANJORSKI in support of 
this legislation. 

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. LEAHY, and 
Mr. KOHL): 

S. 325. A bill to repeal the percentage 
depletion allowance for certain 
hardrock mines; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. BUMPERS: 
S. 326. A bill to provide for the rec-

lamation of abandoned hardrock mines, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, 
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 327. A bill to ensure that Federal 
taxpayers receive a fair return for the 
extraction of locatable minerals on 
public domain lands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

HARDROCK MINING REFORM LEGISLATION 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce three bills which 
are intended to reform hardrock min-
ing on public land and recover, for tax-
payers, lost revenues resulting from 

the patenting process under the 1872 
mining law. 

The 1872 mining law was signed into 
law by President Ulysses S. Grant dur-
ing a time when our national policy 
was to encourage the settlement of the 
West with the enticement of free land 
and minerals. However, 124 years have 
now passed and the mining law has be-
come a relic. Rather than serve the in-
terests of the public, the mining law 
gives away billions of dollars worth of 
land and minerals to mining companies 
for practically nothing. 

While there are many flaws with the 
1872 law, some of the most outrageous 
include: allowing the sale of public 
lands and minerals for $2.50 to $5.00 per 
acre; allowing the mining of valuable 
minerals without a dime in royalty 
payments to the taxpayers for those 
minerals; allowing patented land 
bought for $2.50 an acre to be resold at 
market prices—sometimes thousands 
of dollars per acre; and not adequately 
protecting the environment. 

Our attitudes toward public re-
sources have changed since the 19th 
century and so have most of our public 
policies. While the mining law has been 
amended indirectly over the years, its 
basic provisions remain unchanged and 
are in dire need of reform. Over the 
years numerous private, government 
and congressional studies have rec-
ommended either revising the mining 
law or repealing it completely. One of 
the most thorough modern studies of 
the mining law was conducted by the 
Public Land Law Review Commission 
during the 1960’s. The commission’s 
work formed the basis for the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 [FLPMA]. In ‘‘One Third of the Na-
tion’s Land—A Report to Congress and 
the President’’ the commission stated: 

The general mining law of 1872 has been 
abused, but even without that abuse, it has 
many deficiencies. Individuals whose pri-
mary interest is not in mineral development 
and production have attempted, under the 
guise of that law, to obtain use of public 
lands for various other purposes. The 1872 
law offers no means by which the Govern-
ment can effectively control environmental 
impacts. 

While the Public Land Review Com-
mission and many others have called 
for comprehensive mining law reform 
for some time now, Congress has failed 
to respond. At a time when the public 
is clamoring for a more efficient gov-
ernment and a government that treats 
the taxpayers with dignity and respect, 
the 1872 mining law instead condones 
the giveaway of public lands and valu-
able minerals worth billions of dollars 
for practically nothing and which per-
mits long-term environmental degrada-
tion of our public lands. 

In the last four Congresses I intro-
duced legislation which would have 
comprehensively reformed the mining 
law. On each occasion the mining in-
dustry went to great lengths to suc-
cessfully ensure that the 1872 mining 
law would not be comprehensively re-
formed. However, Mr. President, as we 
continue to strive to balance the Fed-
eral budget, the day of reckoning for 

beneficiaries of corporate welfare is 
getting closer. Eventually, Congress is 
going to enact real mining law reform. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today is an effort to seek to protect the 
interests of the very people that Mem-
bers of Congress purport to represent— 
the American people. One hundred 
twenty-four years after Ulysses Grant 
signed the mining law the time has 
come to bring our Nation’s mineral 
policy into the present. 

As always, I am willing to work with 
people on all sides of this issue in an 
attempt to develop a solution ame-
nable to all. However, I will not be a 
party to the efforts of those who, in an 
effort to end debate on the subject, at-
tempt to enact ‘‘sham reform’’ legisla-
tion drafted by the mining industry. 

The problems of the mining law and 
the proposed solutions contained in the 
three bills I am introducing today are 
described more fully below. 

Under the existing mining law, a pat-
ent-fee simple title—to a mining claim 
on Federal lands may be obtained for 
the purchase price of $2.50 an acre for a 
placer claim—or $5 an acre for a lode 
claim—a price which has not changed 
since 1872. During the last 124 years, 
the Government has sold more than 3.2 
million acres of land under the patent 
provision of the 1872 mining law, an 
area similar to the size of the State of 
Connecticut. This is a giveaway—pure 
and simple—and is directly contrary to 
the national policy enunciated in the 
Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act—that, in most cases, public lands 
should be retained in public ownership. 

It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to 
figure out that $5 an acre is far less 
than the fair market value of the pat-
ented land and the minerals thereon. In 
1994 we witnessed one of the biggest 
taxpayer ripoffs in the history of the 
mining law when the Federal Govern-
ment was forced to grant patents to a 
subsidiary of a Canadian-owned mining 
company. In exchange for 1,800 acres of 
land in Nevada containing more than 
$10 billion in gold, the Federal Govern-
ment received the princely sum of less 
than $10,000. Mr. President, believe it 
or not, the taxpayers stand to do worse 
in the very near future. The Stillwater 
Mining Co., which is jointly owned by 
Chevron and Manville, has applied for 
patents on approximately 2,000 acres of 
Forest Service land in Montana. In ex-
change for $10,000, the company will re-
ceive fee title to land containing, ac-
cording to Stillwater’s own reserve es-
timates, $35 billion worth of platinum 
and palladium. 

Congress finally took action in 1994 
by imposing a 1-year moratorium on 
the processing of new patent applica-
tions and those applications that were 
still in the early stages of processing. 
This moratorium has been renewed the 
last 2 years, albeit after an effort was 
made by Senators from the West to re-
peal it. 

Under the Hardrock Mining Royalty 
Act of 1997, which I am introducing 
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today, mining claim holders would no 
longer be able to patent their claims. 
The sale of Federal lands for $2.50 or 
$5.00 an acre would be permanently 
halted. 

In addition to allowing the sale of 
lands for far less than fair market 
value, the mining law also permits cor-
porations to mine valuable minerals 
from public domain lands without pay-
ing a nickel in royalties to the land-
owner—the taxpayers. While oil, gas, 
and coal producers all pay royalties to 
the U.S. Treasury for production on 
Federal lands, the Government doesn’t 
receive anything for hardrock minerals 
produced on Federal lands subject to 
the 1872 mining law. 

The hardrock mining companies con-
tend that they would be forced to shut 
down operations if they were required 
to pay royalties to the Federal Govern-
ment. However, these same companies 
find themselves able to pay royalties 
for mining operations on State and pri-
vate lands. In fact, the Newmont Min-
ing Co. pays an 18 percent royalty on 
land acquired from private interests on 
a portion of its gold quarry mine in Ne-
vada’s Carlin Trend. Ironically, a 
hardrock miner operating on acquired 
Federal lands pays a royalty to the 
Federal Government while his counter-
part on lands subject to the mining law 
pays nothing. There is no justifiable 
reason for this difference. 

Billions of dollars’ worth of hardrock 
minerals are extracted from the public 
lands. It is absolutely unfair to the 
taxpayers of this country to permit 
hardrock mining companies to enjoy 
the same tax breaks as others, while 
failing to adequately compensate the 
public landowners. The legislation I am 
introducing today seeks to remedy this 
result. First, the Hardrock Mining 
Royalty Act of 1997 would require the 
payment of a royalty of 5 percent of 
the net smelter return from mineral 
production on public lands. Because 
the royalty would not apply to min-
erals extracted on lands already pat-
ented under the mining law, the Aban-
doned Mines Reclamation Act of 1997 
would required mining companies oper-
ating on patented land to pay a net-in-
come-based reclamation fee. Finally, 
because it makes absolutely no sense 
to permit mining companies to take 
advantage of a mineral depletion al-
lowance when they are using taxpayer 
land without compensating the tax-
payers, the elimination of double sub-
sidies for the Hardrock Mining Indus-
try Act of 1997 would repeal the deple-
tion allowance for mining operations 
on land subject to the 1872 mining law. 

Originally, the mining law required 
claimants to certify that they per-
formed 100 dollars’ worth of work on 
their mining claims each year in order 
to maintain their claims. Because 
many claimants were not serious about 
mining their claims, Congress replaced 
the work requirement with a $100 per 
claim maintenance fee. In conjunction 
with the administration’s proposal the 
Hardrock Mining Royalty Act in-
creases the fee for new claims to $125. 

Mr. President, past mining activities 
have left a legacy of unreclaimed 
lands, acid mine drainage, and haz-
ardous waste. More than 50 abandoned 
hardrock mining sites are currently on 
the Superfund national priority list. 
Some estimate that it could cost tax-
payers upward of $70 billion to clean all 
the abandoned mining sites. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today would create an abandoned mine 
reclamation fund to help reclaim the 
many hardrock mining sites which 
have been abandoned. Money for the 
fund would come from the royalties 
and holding fees collected under the 
Hardrock Mining Royalty Act of 1997 
and the reclamation fees collected 
under the Abandoned Hardrock Mining 
Reclamation Act of 1997. 

Mr. President, the mining industry 
knows that the public is slowly learn-
ing about the 1872 mining law and the 
associated atrocities and believe me, 
the industry is worried. As they have 
done in the past, I suspect the mining 
industry will once again raise a smoke-
screen by proposing so-called reforms. 
For instance, the mining industry has 
proposed that instead of paying $2.50 or 
$5.00 an acre for patents, that instead 
they pay the fair market value of the 
surface, regardless of the value of the 
minerals located on the land. While the 
concept of fair market value is cer-
tainly a good one, it is absurd to argue 
that the Stillwater Mining Co. would 
really be paying fair market value if 
they paid for the surface—probably 
worth less than $100 an acre—and ig-
nored the value of the platinum and 
palladium—estimated to be $35 billion. 
Mr. President, if you or I ran a com-
pany which sold land for such fair mar-
ket value, we would be fired in a New 
York minute. Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to beware of such sham re-
form. 

Mr. President and colleagues, I urge 
you to support the long overdue reform 
of the 1872 mining law and to cosponsor 
my three bills. Both Republicans and 
Democrats are always talking about 
change and the need to end business as 
usual in Washington. My legislation is 
intended to end business as usual and 
bring the 1872 mining law into the 20th 
century. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of the bills be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bills 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 325 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Elimination 
of Double Subsidies for the Hardrock Mining 
Industry Act of 1997.’’ 
SEC. 2. REPEAL OF DEPLETION ALLOWANCE FOR 

CERTAIN HARDROCK MINES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-

tion 611(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, 26 U.S.C. 611(a), is amended by inserting 
immediately after ‘‘mines’’ the following: 
‘‘(except for hardrock mines located on land 
currently subject to the general mining laws 

or on land patented under the general min-
ing laws)’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 611 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by re-
designating subsection (c) as subsection (d) 
and inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)— 

‘‘(1) ‘general mining laws’ means those 
Acts which generally comprise chapters 2, 
12A, and 16, and sections 161 and 162 of title 
30 of the United States Code. 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by section 2 shall 
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1996. 

S. 326 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Abandoned 
Hardrock Mines Reclamation Act of 1997’’. 
SEC. 2. RECLAMATION FEE. 

(a) RESERVATION OF RECLAMATION FEE.— 
Any person producing hardrock minerals 
from a mine that was within a mining claim 
that has subsequently been patented under 
the general mining laws shall pay a reclama-
tion fee to the Secretary under this section. 
The amount of such fee shall be equal to a 
percentage of the net proceeds from such 
mine. The percentage shall be based upon the 
ratio of the net proceeds to the gross pro-
ceeds related to such production in accord-
ance with the following table: 

Net Proceeds as Percentage of Gross Proceeds 
Rate of Fee as 

Percentage of Net 
Proceeds 

Less than 10 .................................................................... 2.00 
10 or more but less than 18 .......................................... 2.50 
18 or more but less than 26 .......................................... 3.00 
26 or more but less than 34 .......................................... 3.50 
34 or more but less than 42 .......................................... 4.00 
42 or more but less than 50 .......................................... 4.50 
50 or more ....................................................................... 5.00 

(b) EXEMPTION.—Gross proceeds of less 
than $500,000 from minerals produced in any 
calendar year shall be exempt from the rec-
lamation fee under this section for that year 
if such proceeds are from one or more mines 
located in a single patented claim or on two 
or more contiguous patented claims. 

(c) PAYMENT.—The amount of all fees pay-
able under this section for any calendar year 
shall be paid to the Secretary within 60 days 
after the end of such year. 

(d) DISBURSEMENT OF REVENUES.—The re-
ceipts from the fee collected under this sec-
tion shall be paid into an Abandoned Min-
erals Mine Reclamation Fund. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
take effect with respect to hardrock min-
erals produced in calendar years after De-
cember 31, 1996. 
SEC. 3. ABANDONED MINERALS MINE RECLAMA-

TION FUND. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
(1) There is established on the books of the 

Treasury of the United States an interest- 
bearing fund to be known as the Abandoned 
Minerals Mine Reclamation Fund (herein-
after referred to in this section as the 
‘‘Fund’’). The Fund shall be administered by 
the Secretary. 

(2) The Secretary shall notify the Sec-
retary of the Treasury as to what portion of 
the Fund is not, in his judgment, required to 
meet current withdrawals. The Secretary of 
the Treasury shall invest such portion of the 
Fund in public debt securities with matu-
rities suitable for the needs of such Fund and 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1395 February 13, 1997 
bearing interest at rates determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, taking into con-
sideration current market yields on out-
standing marketplace obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturities. The 
income on such investments shall be credited 
to, and from a part of, the Fund. 

(b) USE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE FUND.—The 
Secretary is, subject to appropriations, au-
thorized to use moneys in the Fund for the 
reclamation and restoration of land and 
water resources adversely affected by past 
mineral (other than coal and fluid minerals) 
and mineral material mining, including but 
not limited to, any of the following: 

(1) Reclamation and restoration of aban-
doned surface mined areas. 

(2) Reclamation and restoration of aban-
doned milling and processing areas. 

(3) Sealing, filling, and grading abandoned 
deep mine entries. 

(4) Planting of land adversely affected by 
past mining to prevent erosion and sedi-
mentation. 

(5) Prevention, abatement, treatment and 
control of water pollution created by aban-
doned mine drainage. 

(6) Control of surface subsidence due to 
abandoned deep mines. 

(7) Such expenses as may be necessary to 
accomplish the purposes of this section. 

(c) ELIGIBLE AREAS.— 
(1) Land and waters eligible for reclama-

tion expenditures under this section shall be 
those within the boundaries of States that 
have lands subject to the general mining 
laws— 

(A) which were mined or processed for min-
erals and mineral materials or which were 
affected by such mining or processing, and 
abandoned or left in an inadequate reclama-
tion status prior to the date of enactment of 
this title; 

(B) for which the Secretary makes a deter-
mination that there is no continuing rec-
lamation responsibility under State or Fed-
eral laws; and 

(C) for which it can be established that 
such lands do not contain minerals which 
could economically be extracted through the 
reprocessing or remining of such lands. 

(2) Sites and areas designated for remedial 
action pursuant to the Uranium Mill 
Tailings Radiation Control Act of 1978 (42 
U.S.C. 7901 and following) or which have been 
listed for remedial action pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response 
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601 and following) shall not be eligi-
ble for expenditures from the Fund under 
this section. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As sued in this Act: 
(1) The term ‘‘gross proceeds’’ means the 

value of any extracted hardrock mineral 
which was: 

(A) solid; 
(B) exchanged for any thing or service; 
(C) removed from the country in a form 

ready for use of sale; or 
(D) initially used in a manufacturing proc-

ess or in providing a service. 
(2) The term ‘‘net proceeds’’ means gross 

proceeds less the sum of the following deduc-
tions: 

(A) The actual cost of extracting the min-
eral. 

(B) The actual cost of transporting the 
mineral to the place or places of reduction, 
refining and sale. 

(C) The actual cost of reduction, refining 
and sale. 

(D) The actual cost of marketing and deliv-
ering the mineral and the conversion of the 
mineral into money. 

(E) The actual cost of maintenance and re-
pairs of: 

(i) All machinery, equipment, apparatus 
and facilities used in the mine. 

(ii) All milling, refining, smelting and re-
duction works, plants and facilities. 

(iii) All facilities and equipment for trans-
portation. 

(F) The actual cost of fire insurance on the 
machinery, equipment, apparatus, works, 
plants and facilities mentioned in subseciton 
(E). 

(G) Depreciation of the original capitalized 
cost of the machinery, equipment, appa-
ratus, works, plants and facilities mentioned 
in subsection (E). 

(H) All money expended for premiums for 
industrial insurance, and the actual cost of 
hospital and medical attention and accident 
benefits and group insurance for all employ-
ees. 

(I) The actual cost of developmental work 
in or about the mine or upon a group of 
mines when operated as a unit. 

(J) All royalties and severance taxes paid 
to the Federal government or State govern-
ments. 

(3) The term ‘‘hardrock minerals’’ means 
any mineral other than a mineral that would 
be subject to disposition under any of the 
following if located on land subject to the 
general mining laws: 

(A) the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 
and following); 

(B) the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 
U.S.C. 100 and following); 

(C) the Act of July 31, 1947, commonly 
known as the Materials Act of 1947 (30 U.S.C. 
601 and following); or 

(D) the Mineral Leasing for Acquired 
Lands Act (30 U.S.C. 351 and following). 

(4) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of the Interior. 

(5) The term ‘‘patented mining claim’’ 
means an interest in land which has been ob-
tained pursuant to sections 2325 and 2326 of 
the Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 29 and 30) for 
vein or lode claims and sections 2329, 2330, 
2331, and 2333 of the Revised Statutes (30 
U.S.C. 35, 36 and 37) for placer claims, or sec-
tion 2337 of the Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 
42) for mill site claims. 

(6) The term ‘‘general mining laws’’ means 
those Acts which generally comprise Chap-
ters 2, 12A, and 16, and sections 161 and 162 of 
title 30 of the United States Code. 

S. 327 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Hardrock 
Mining Royalty Act of 1997’’. 
SEC. 2. ROYALTY. 

(a) RESERVATION OF ROYALTY.—Each per-
son producing locatable minerals (including 
associated minerals) from any mining claim 
located under the general mining laws, or 
mineral concentrates derived from locatable 
minerals produced from any mining claim lo-
cated under the general mining laws, as the 
case may be, shall pay a royalty of 5 percent 
of the net smelter return from the produc-
tion of such locatable minerals or con-
centrates, as the case may be . 

(b) ROYALTY PAYMENTS.—Each person re-
sponsible for making royalty payments 
under this section shall make such payments 
to the Secretary not later than 30 days after 
the end of the calendar month in which the 
mineral or mineral concentrates are pro-
duced and first placed in marketable condi-
tion, consistent with prevailing practices in 
the industry. 

(c) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—All persons 
holding mining claims located under the 
general mining laws shall provide to the Sec-
retary such information as determined nec-

essary by the Secretary to ensure compli-
ance with this section, including, but not 
limited to, quarterly reports, records, docu-
ments, and other data. Such reports may 
also include, but not be limited to, pertinent 
technical and financial data relating to the 
quantity, quality, and amount of all min-
erals extracted from the mining claim. 

(d) AUDITS.—The Secretary is authorized to 
conduct such audits of all persons holding 
mining claims located under the general 
mining laws as he deems necessary for the 
purposes of ensuring compliance with the re-
quirements of this section. 

(e) DISPOSITION OF RECEIPTS.—All receipts 
from royalties collected pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be deposited into the Fund estab-
lished under section 3. 

(f) COMPLIANCE.—Any person holding min-
ing claims located under the general mining 
laws who knowingly or willfully prepares, 
maintains, or submits false, inaccurate, or 
misleading information required by this sec-
tion, or fails or refuses to submit such infor-
mation, shall be subject to a penalty im-
posed by the Secretary. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
take effect with respect to minerals pro-
duced from a mining claim in calendar 
months beginning after enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 3. ABANDONED MINERALS MINE RECLAMA-

TION FUND. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
(1) There is established on the books of the 

Treasury of the United States a trust fund to 
be known as the Abandoned Minerals Mine 
Reclamation Fund (hereinafter referred to as 
the ‘‘Fund’’). The Fund shall be administered 
by the Secretary. 

(2) The Secretary shall notify the Sec-
retary of the Treasury as to what portion of 
the Fund is not, in his judgement, required 
to meet current withdrawals. The Secretary 
of the Treasury shall invest such portion of 
the Fund in public debt securities and matu-
rities suitable for the needs of such Fund and 
bearing interest at rates determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, taking into con-
sideration current market yields on out-
standing marketplace obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturities. The 
income on such investments shall be credited 
to, and from a part of, the Fund. 

(b) AMOUNTS.—The following amounts shall 
be credited to the Fund for the purposes of 
this Act: 

(1) All moneys received from royalties 
under section 1 of this Act and the mining 
claim maintenance fee under section 4 of 
this Act. 

(2) All donations by persons, corporations, 
associations, and foundations for the pur-
poses of this title. 

(c) USE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE FUND.—The 
Secretary is, subject to appropriations, au-
thorized to use moneys in the Fund for the 
reclamation and restoration of land and 
water resources adversely affected by past 
mineral (other than coal and fluid minerals) 
and mineral material mining, including but 
not limited to, any of the following: 

(1) Reclamation and restoration of aban-
doned surface mined areas. 

(2) Reclamation and restoration of aban-
doned milling and processing areas. 

(3) Sealing, filling, and grading abandoned 
deep mine entries. 

(4) Planting of land adversely affected by 
past mining to prevent erosion and sedi-
mentation. 

(5) Prevention, abatement, treatment and 
control of water pollution created by aban-
doned mine drainage. 

(6) Control of surface subsidence due to 
abandoned deep mines. 

(7) Such expenses as may be necessary to 
accomplish the purposes of this section. 
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(d) ELIGIBLE AREAS.— 
(1) Land and waters eligible for reclama-

tion expenditures under this section shall be 
those within the boundaries of States that 
have lands subject to the general mining 
laws— 

(A) which were mined or processed for min-
erals and mineral materials or which were 
affected by such mining or processing, and 
abandoned or left in an inadequate reclama-
tion status prior to the date of enactment of 
this Act; 

(B) for which the Secretary makes a deter-
mination that there is no continuing rec-
lamation responsibility under State or Fed-
eral laws; and 

(C) for which it can be established that 
such lands do not contain minerals which 
could economically be extracted through the 
reprocessing or remining of such lands. 

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), sites 
and areas designated for remedial action pur-
suant to the Uranium Mill Tailings Radi-
ation Control Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. 7901 and 
following) or which have been listed for re-
medial action pursuant to the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response Compensation 
and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 and 
following) shall not be eligible for expendi-
tures from the Fund under this section. 

(e) FUND EXPENDITURES.—Moneys available 
from the Fund may be expended directly by 
the Director, Bureau of Land Management. 
The Director may also make such money 
available through grants made to the Chief 
of the United States Forest Service, and the 
Director of the National Park Service. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Amounts credited to the Fund are authorized 
to be appropriated for the purpose of this 
title without fiscal year limitation. 
SEC. 4. LIMITATION ON PATENT ISSUANCE. 

No patents shall be issued by the United 
States for any mining or mill site claim lo-
cated under the general mining laws unless 
the Secretary determines that, for the claim 
concerned a patent application was filed 
with the Secretary on or before September 
30, 1994, and all requirements established 
under sections 2325 and 2326 of the Revised 
Statutes (30 U.S.C. 29 and 30) for vein or lode 
claims and sections 2329, 2330, 2331, and 2333 
of the Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 35, 36 and 
37) for place claims, and section 2337 of the 
Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 42) for mill site 
claims, as the case may be, were fully com-
plied with by the applicant by that date. 
SEC. 5. MINING CLAIM MAINTENANCE REQUIRE-

MENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) Effective October 1, 1998, the holder of 

each mining claim located under the general 
mining laws prior to the date of enactment 
shall pay to the Secretary an annual claim 
maintenance fee of $100 per claim per cal-
endar year. 

(2) The holder of each mining claim located 
under the general mining laws subsequent to 
the date of enactment shall pay to the Sec-
retary an annual claim maintenance fee of 
$125 per claim per calendar year. 

(b) PURCHASING POWER ADJUSTMENT.—The 
Secretary shall adjust the amount of the 
claim maintenance fee payable pursuant to 
subsection (a) for changes in the purchasing 
power of the dollar after the calendar year 
1993, employing the Consumer Price Index 
for all urban consumers published by the De-
partment of Labor as the basis for adjust-
ment, and rounding according to the adjust-
ment process of conditions of the Federal 
Civil Penalties Inflation Adjustment Act of 
1990. 

(c) TIME OF PAYMENT.—Each claim holder 
shall pay the claim maintenance fee payable 
under subsection (a) for any year on or be-
fore August 31 of each year, except that for 
the initial calendar year in which the loca-
tion is made, the initial claim maintenance 
fee shall be paid at the time the location no-
tice is recorded with the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

(d) OIL SHALE CLAIMS SUBJECT TO CLAIM 
MAINTENANCE FEES UNDER ENERGY POLICY 
ACT OF 1992.—The section shall not apply to 
any oil shale claims for which a fee is re-
quired to be paid under section 2511(e)(2) of 
the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (30 U.S.C. 
242(e)(2)) 

(e) CLAIM MAINTENANCE FEES PAYABLE 
UNDER 1993 ACT.—The claim maintenance 
fees payable under this section for any pe-
riod with respect to any claim shall be re-
duced by the amount of the claim mainte-
nance fees paid under section 10101 of the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 
with respect to that claim and with respect 
to the same period. 

(f) WAIVER.— 
(1) The claim maintenance fee required 

under this section may be waived for a claim 
holder who certifies in writing to the Sec-
retary that on the date the payment was 
due, the claim holder and all related parties 
held not more than 10 mining claims on land 
open to location. Such certification shall be 
made on or before the date on which pay-
ment is due. 

(2) For purposes of this subsection, with re-
spect to any claim holder, the term ‘‘related 
party’’ means each of the following: 

(A) The spouse and dependent children (as 
defined in section 152 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986), of the claim holder. 

(B) Any affiliate of the claim holder. 
(g) CO-OWNERSHIP.—Upon the failure of any 

one or more of several co-owners to con-
tribute such co-owner or owners’ portion of 
the fee under this section, any co-owner who 
has paid such fee may, after the payment due 
date, give the delinquent co-owner or owners 
notice of such failure in writing (or by publi-
cation in the newspaper nearest the claim 
for at least once a week for at least 90 days). 
If at the expiration of 90 days after such no-
tice in writing or by publication, any delin-
quent co-owner fails or refused to contribute 
his portion, his interest, in the claim shall 
become the property of the co-owners who 
have paid the required fee. 
SEC. 6. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) The term ‘‘affiliate’’ means with respect 

to any person, each of the following: 
(A) Any partner of such person. 
(B) Any person owning at least 10 percent 

of the voting shares of such person. 
(C) Any person who controls, is controlled 

by, or is under common control with such 
person. 

(2) The term ‘‘locatable minerals’’ means 
minerals not subject to disposition under 
any of the following: 

(A) the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 
and following); 

(B) the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 
U.S.C. 100 and following); 

(C) the Act of July 31, 1947, commonly 
known as the Materials Act of 1947 (30 U.S.C. 
601 and following); or 

(D) the Mineral Leasing for Acquired 
Lands Act (30 U.S.C. 351 and following). 

(3) The term ‘‘net smelter return’’ has the 
same meaning provided in section 613 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 613) 
for ‘‘gross income from mining’’. 

(4) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of the Interior. 

(5) The term ‘‘general mining laws’’ means 
those Acts which generally comprise chap-
ters 2, 12A, and 16, and sections 161 and 162 of 
title 30, United States Code. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for him-
self, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. KYL, Mr. BROWN-
BACK, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. HATCH, Mr. GORTON, 
Mr. ENZI, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. LOTT, Mr. SES-
SIONS, and Mr. FAIRCLOTH): 

S. 328. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to protect em-

ployer rights, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

TRUTH IN EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1997 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to introduce today an im-
portant piece of legislation which will 
enable thousands of businesses in my 
home State of Arkansas, and across the 
Nation, to avoid an unscrupulous prac-
tice which is literally crippling busi-
ness. 

The Truth in Employment Act will 
protect these businesses and curtail 
the destructive union tactic known as 
salting. It may not be in the same mag-
nitude of issues as the balanced budget 
amendment, which I am deeply con-
cerned about and in which we have had 
prolonged debate, but it is nonetheless 
a very, very significant issue that is af-
fecting the economic well-being of 
thousands of businesses across Amer-
ica. So I am glad to be able to intro-
duce this today with 14 cosponsors 
joining me on S. 328. 

Salting is the calculated practice of 
placing trained union professional or-
ganizers and agents in a nonunion 
workplace whose sole purpose is to har-
ass or disrupt company operations, 
apply economic pressure, increase op-
erating and legal costs, and ultimately 
the purpose of putting that company 
out of business. The objectives of these 
union agents are accomplished through 
filing frivolous and unfair labor prac-
tice complaints or discrimination 
charges against the employer with the 
National Labor Relations Board 
[NLRB], the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration [OSHA], and 
the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission [EEOC]. Salting cam-
paigns have been used successfully to 
cause economic harm to construction 
companies and are quickly expanding 
into other industries across the coun-
try as well. 

To my colleagues I would say, Mr. 
President, the average cost to the em-
ployer to defend himself or defend her-
self against this practice runs upwards 
of $5,000 per case. 

Salting is not merely a union orga-
nizing tool. It has become an instru-
ment of economic destruction aimed at 
nonunion companies. This is what hap-
pens. Unions send their agents into 
nonunion workplaces under the guise 
of seeking employment. Hiding behind 
the shield of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act, these salts use its provisions 
offensively to bring hardship on their 
employers. They deliberately increase 
the operating costs of their employers 
through actions such as sabotage and 
frivolous discrimination complaints. 

In the 1995 Town & Country decision, 
the U.S. Supreme Court held that paid 
union organizers are employees within 
the meaning of the National Labor Re-
lations Act. Because of their broad in-
terpretation of this act, employers who 
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refuse to hire paid union employees or 
their agents violate the act if they are 
shown to have discriminated against 
the union salts. 

This leaves employers in a precarious 
and vulnerable situation. If employers 
refuse to hire union salts, they will file 
frivolous charges and accuse the em-
ployer of discrimination. Yet if salts 
are employed, they will create internal 
disruption through a pattern of dissen-
sion and harassment. They are not 
there to work—only to disrupt. For 
many small businesses this means that 
whenever hiring decisions are made, 
the future of the company may actu-
ally be at stake. A wrong decision can 
mean frivolous charges, legal fees, and 
lost time, which may threaten the very 
existence of their business. 

I have received many accounts from 
across the Nation of how salting is af-
fecting small businesses. In Carmel, IN, 
John Gaylor, of Gaylor Electric, is a 
favorite target of the local Inter-
national Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers. Mr. Gaylor has to budget al-
most $200,000 annually to defend him-
self against frivolous charges. In fact, 
Gaylor has been forced to defend him-
self against at least 80 unfair labor 
practice complaints. However, in each 
case the charges against him were dis-
missed as frivolous. Nonetheless, he is 
bound to pay hundreds of thousands of 
dollars to attorneys to defend himself. 

In a classic example of salting tac-
tics, Gaylor had to fire one employee 
after his refusal to wear his hardhat on 
his head. This employee would strap 
the hardhat to his knee and then dare 
Gaylor, his boss, to fire him because he 
said the employee manual stated only 
that he had to wear the hardhat, it did 
not state where he had to wear it. 

Another common salting practice is 
for salts to actually create Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administra-
tion [OSHA] violations and then report 
those violations to OSHA. When the 
employer terminates these individuals, 
they file frivolous unfair labor practice 
violations against the employer. This 
results in wasted time and money, as 
well as bad publicity for the company. 

These are just a few of the many ex-
amples of how devastating this prac-
tice can be to small businesses. What 
makes this practice even more appall-
ing is how organized labor openly advo-
cates its use. According to the group, 
‘‘Workplaces against Salting Abuse,’’ 
the labor unions are even advocating 
this practice in their manuals. 

The Union Organizing Manual of the 
International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers explains why salts are 
used. Their purpose is to gather infor-
mation that will 

* * * shape the strategy the organizer will 
use later in the campaign to threaten or ac-
tually apply the economic pressure nec-
essary to cause the employer to * * * raise 
his prices to recoup additional costs, scale 
back his business, leave the union’s jurisdic-
tion, go out of business, * * * 

The International Vice President of 
the United Food and Commercial 
Workers Union has been quoted as say-
ing that: 

If we can’t organize them, the best thing to 
do is erode their business as much as pos-
sible. 

That is what we are facing. The bal-
ance of rights must be restored be-
tween employers, employees, and labor 
organizations. The Truth in Employ-
ment Act seeks to do this by inserting 
a provision in the National Labor Rela-
tions Act establishing that an em-
ployer is not required to employ a per-
son seeking employment for the pri-
mary purpose of furthering the objec-
tives of an organization other than 
that employer. Furthermore, this legis-
lation will continue to allow employees 
to organize and engage in activities de-
signed to be protected by the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

This measure is not intended to un-
dermine those legitimate rights or pro-
tections that employees have had. Em-
ployers will gain no ability to discrimi-
nate against union membership or ac-
tivities. This bill only seeks to stop the 
destructive practice of salting. Salting 
abuses must be curtailed if we are to 
protect the small business owners of 
this Nation. This legislation will en-
sure these protections are possible. 

I am glad that Senator NICKLES, Sen-
ator WARNER, Senator MACK, Senator 
KYL, Senator BROWNBACK, Senator 
COCHRAN, Senator ROBERTS, Senator 
HATCH, Senator GORTON, Senator ENZI, 
Senator GREGG, Senator ALLARD, Sen-
ator SESSIONS, Senator FAIRCLOTH, and 
the majority leader, Senator LOTT, 
have joined as original cosponsors of 
this legislation. 

It is for these reasons I am intro-
ducing the Truth in Employment Act. I 
ask more of my colleagues to support 
this bill and restore fairness to the 
American workplace. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 328 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Truth in 
Employment Act of 1997’’. 
SEC. 2 FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) An atmosphere of trust and civility in 

labor-management relationships is essential 
to a productive workplace and a healthy 
economy. 

(2) The tactic of using professional union 
organizers and agents to infiltrate a targeted 
employer’s workplace (a practice commonly 
referred to as ‘‘salting’’) has evolved into an 
aggressive form of harassment not con-
templated when the National Labor Rela-
tions Act (29 U.S.C. 151 et seq.) was enacted 
and threatens the balance of rights that is 
fundamental to the collective bargaining 
system of the United States. 

(3) Increasingly, union organizers are seek-
ing employment with nonunion employers 
not because of a desire to work for such em-
ployers but primarily to organize the em-
ployees of such employers or to inflict eco-
nomic harm specifically designed to put non-
union competitors out of business. 

(4) While no employer may discriminate 
against employees based upon the views of 
the employees concerning collective bar-

gaining, an employer should have the right 
to expect job applicants to be primarily in-
terested in utilizing the skills of the appli-
cants to further the goals of the business of 
the employer. 

SEC. 3. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are— 

(1) to preserve the balance of rights be-
tween employers, employees, and labor orga-
nizations that is fundamental to a system of 
collective bargaining; 

(2) to preserve the rights of employees to 
organize, or otherwise engage in concerted 
activities protected under the National 
Labor Relations Act; and 

(3) to alleviate pressure on employers to 
hire individuals who seek or gain employ-
ment in order to disrupt the workplace of 
the employer or otherwise inflict economic 
harm designed to put the employer out of 
business. 

SEC. 4. PROTECTION OF EMPLOYER RIGHTS. 

Section 8(a) of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act (29 U.S.C. 158(a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following flush sen-
tence: 

‘‘Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued as requiring an employer to employ 
any person who seeks or has sought employ-
ment with the employer in furtherance of 
the objectives of an organization other than 
the employer.’’. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM: 
S. 329. A bill to provide that pay for 

Members of Congress shall be reduced 
whenever total expenditures of the 
Federal Government exceed total re-
ceipts in any fiscal year, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 
∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing legislation to reduce 
the salaries of Members of Congress by 
10 percent for every year that the budg-
et remains out of balance or Congress 
fails to enact a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. Since 
the Senate is currently debating a bal-
anced budget to the Constitution, I 
think it is an appropriate time to 
renew this legislation. 

Mr. President, the Federal budget 
has been out of balance since 1969. If 
you exclude trust fund surpluses—as 
some argue we should—then the Fed-
eral Government has not had a surplus 
since the Kennedy administration. 
Since that time, the on-budget deficit 
has risen from $4 billion in 1961 to $26 
billion in 1971, $74 billion in 1981, and 
$321 billion in 1991. According to the 
CBO, despite recent improvements, the 
deficit will continue to be a problem— 
over $200 billion per year out into the 
future. 

Uninterrupted deficits mean rising 
debt and debt service costs. The gross 
debt right now is over $5 trillion. By 
2002, it will be over $6 trillion. At that 
time, as we all have been warned, in-
terest payments on the debt will be the 
largest single portion of the Federal 
budget. A child born today faces close 
to $200,000 in extra taxes over his/her 
lifetime just to pay interest on the 
Federal debt. 

In other words, Mr. President, after 
35 years of uninterrupted presence, I 
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think we can call the Federal deficit an 
institution here in Washington and 
admit that there’s an institutional bias 
toward operating in the red. The legis-
lation I am reintroducing today would 
create an institutional bias in the 
other direction—toward balance. 

Specifically, the bill provides that 
the salary of Members of Congress be 
reduced by 10 percent whenever the 
Federal Government is unable to bal-
ance the budget at the close of a fiscal 
year. It further provides that such a re-
duced salary level remain in effect 
until the Government is successful in 
achieving a balanced budget. The bill’s 
requirements would sunset, however, 
upon passage of a balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment by both Houses 
of the Congress. 

Mr. President, I believe it is a funda-
mental responsibility of Government 
to live within its means. Yet, Members 
of Congress find it tempting to spend 
more money than they are willing to 
take from taxpayers. On the one hand, 
they reap the benefits by pleasing their 
constituents. On the other hand, they 
avoid displeasing the taxpayers who 
have to foot the bill. In the end, it is 
future generations of taxpayers who 
will pick up the tab. 

Last Congress, we came close to re-
versing this destructive trend. We 
came within one vote of adopting a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution, and we came within one 
Presidential veto of instituting a plan 
to reduce spending, cut taxes, and bal-
ance the budget by the year 2002. As we 
all know, however, close does not 
count, and the debt we impose upon 
our children continues to rise. 

For that reason, I will continue to 
fight for a balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment and I will continue 
to work as a member of the Budget 
Committee to enact a balanced budget 
plan. Until either of these initiatives is 
adopted, however, I will continue to 
propose holding Members collectively 
responsible for year-end deficits by re-
ducing their pay. 

Mr. President, as I said last year, the 
Congressional Fiscal Policy Act of 1997 
is not a panacea for our current fiscal 
problems. However, until such time as 
a balanced budget amendment is placed 
into the Constitution, it would effect a 
small but potentially important step 
toward more responsible Government.∑ 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. THOMAS and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 331. A bill to amend title 23, 
United States Code, to provide a min-
imum allocation of highway funds for 
States that have low population den-
sities and comprise large geographic 
areas; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor today to introduce a piece 
of legislation on behalf of myself, Sen-
ator KEMPTHORNE, Senator BINGAMAN, 

Senator CONRAD, Senator CRAIG, Sen-
ator DOMENICI, Senator THOMAS, and 
Senator DASCHLE. 

At the conclusion of my remarks I 
will send a copy of the bill and the 
statement to the desk. 

Mr. President, we will have in this 
Congress a lot of debates about a lot of 
issues. One of them that will be very 
interesting and have great consequence 
will be the issue of reauthorizing the 
highway bill. And the question of how 
much money is available to which 
States and under what conditions will 
the money be available to build, to 
construct, and to maintain highways, 
roads, and bridges across our country. 
And to some that may seem like kind 
of a dull uninteresting subject. But the 
development, the building, and the 
maintenance of highways and bridges 
is critically important to regions of 
our country. It determines where peo-
ple live, and where people can travel. It 
determines economic development, 
jobs and opportunity. 

I come from a rural State. I recognize 
that there will be a formula fight, as 
there always is—a formula fight about 
how to apportion the highway dollars, 
and who gets what. I do not intend to 
take sides between one big State and 
another big State. But I come from a 
State that is rather large in geography 
but small in population simply to say 
that when all of the fighting is over we 
want to make certain that States like 
North Dakota and others, where you 
have large expanses of territory and 
relatively few people living in those 
States, are not left out of this process. 

Some may not understand the frame 
of reference to a North Dakota. Let me 
describe it, if I might, as I begin talk-
ing about this bill. 

I come from southwestern North Da-
kota, a town of 300 people, and grad-
uated from a high school class of 9. The 
county I come from is called Hettinger 
County. The county next to Hettinger 
is Slope County, a wonderful territory. 
Southwestern North Dakota is ranch-
ing country with wonderful people. 
Slope County has fewer than 1,000 peo-
ple. It is a land mass the size the State 
of Rhode Island. Slope County is the 
size of the State of Rhode Island but 
has fewer than 1,000 people. 

There were a lot of births in Slope 
County last year. There were 7,900 
calves born. There were 2,500 pigs born. 
There were about 1,500 lambs born. And 
there were seven children born in Slope 
County; seven children born in Slope 
County, a land expanse the size of the 
State of Rhode Island. 

I have said—and I do it just I guess 
because it is obvious—that there is not 
a lot of childbearing going on in the 
Medicare years. The fact is that the av-
erage age of the population in counties 
like Slope County, a rural county, is 
increasing, and there just are not a lot 
of children born in those counties. In 
North Dakota, we have 11 counties that 
are growing and 42 counties that are 
shrinking. Slope County is an example 
of that. 

I mention all of this to you for one 
reason. Roads are important. How hard 
do you think it is to support road 
building or road maintenance in a 
county that size with so few people? I 
can say the same thing about 
Hettinger County not only in North 
Dakota, but in South Dakota, New 
Mexico, Wyoming, Montana, and other 
States as well. It is very hard with a 
small population base and a lot of 
miles of road to support them with our 
current circumstance. 

As we have a fight about highway 
funding here in the Congress—and the 
fight is a big-stakes fight over billions 
and tens of billions of dollars to be 
sliced up and divided between 50 
States, and the big States have an 
enormous amount of money at stake, 
New York, Florida, California, and oth-
ers—an enormous amount of money is 
at stake for these States. I am going to 
be someone who helps move this along 
by saying that I think highway build-
ing, highway maintenance, highway 
construction, and bridge repair is very 
important for our country’s future. We 
must rebuild our country’s infrastruc-
ture. We must pay attention to these 
kinds of things. All you have to do is 
go to some less-developed country and 
drive the first mile and understand how 
important infrastructure is and what 
we have here versus what they have in 
many other areas of the world. 

But much of our infrastructure is in 
trouble, and we must reauthorize a 
highway funding bill that gives us the 
resources across this country to re-
build our infrastructure. 

How do we divide up the money? 
Well, that then becomes part of this 
formula fight. How much does one 
State get versus another? 

There are about eight States in this 
country where you have a large land 
mass, and only a few people. That 
makes it very difficult for the few peo-
ple living in those States to maintain 
the network of highways necessary. 
Why is it necessary? It is necessary for 
the country. It is necessary for an en-
tire transportation system. 

You can imagine perhaps President 
Eisenhower sitting at the White House 
probably having Speaker Rayburn 
down to talk about his idea of an Inter-
state Highway System across our coun-
try connecting various parts of our 
country. And, if someone in that meet-
ing when they talked about building an 
interstate highway program had said, 
‘‘Well, gee, how could you conceivably 
support building a four-lane, expensive 
interstate highway that goes among 
other places from Fargo, ND, in the 
east and exits at Beach, ND, in the 
west as it enters Montana, for the 
number of people it serves in North Da-
kota, how on Earth could this country 
justify that investment in the inter-
state highway program?’’ the answer 
was simple. It was a national program. 
And the fact that you build a highway 
across a State with low populations 
such as North Dakota means that fro-
zen fish and fresh fruit move from Bos-
ton to Seattle, not across gravel roads 
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in the center of the country because 
there are only a few people living 
there, but across an interstate highway 
system that is part of a national net-
work of highways and roads that are 
important for our entire country. That 
is the purpose of all of it this. 

Those of us that come from the less- 
densely populated States drive a lot. 
Gas taxes mean a lot to us. The price of 
gasoline means a lot to us. In North 
Dakota, for example, we drive exactly 
twice as much per person as they do in 
New York. 

Why? Well, if you are going to go 
someplace in North Dakota, it is not 
two blocks to the hospital. It might be 
50 miles to the hospital. It might not 
be a block and a half to a movie. It 
might be 10 miles or 15 miles from the 
farmstead to the small town with a 
theater. 

The fact is we drive just almost ex-
actly twice as much in North Dakota 
per person as they do in New York 
City. Therefore, per person we pay 
twice as much in highway taxes as 
they do, for example, in New York City 
or the State of New York. Is that un-
fair, unfortunate? Probably unfortu-
nate. We do not like that necessarily, 
but we choose where we live. 

The point I am making with that is 
that in terms of burden, we have a very 
substantial burden with respect to 
highway taxes. Our burden is much 
higher than the burden per person in 
other States. 

The contribution to the Federal high-
way trust fund in terms of gas taxes by 
the average North Dakotan is $116 a 
year; the average Florida resident, $73; 
Massachusetts, $61; Rhode Island, $55, 
and the list goes down. We are fourth 
from the top in per person contribution 
to the Federal highway trust fund. 

Some will come to this floor in all of 
this fight about money and they will 
say, well, there are donor States and 
donee States, and the donor States are 
the ones that pay more into the high-
way trust fund than they get back and 
that ought to change; it is unfair. The 
donee States are the recipient States 
and they are the ones that get more 
back than they paid in and they ought 
not to. 

That is one way of looking at it. I 
suppose if you want to look at that in 
the context of funding the Coast 
Guard, we do not have any coast to 
guard up in North Dakota so whatever 
our taxpayers in North Dakota are 
paying into the Federal Government 
for the purpose of running a Coast 
Guard, I suppose we are a donor State. 
We are a donor State for the Coast 
Guard. But so what. That is not the 
way you ought to measure this, nor 
should you measure it that way from a 
highway funding standpoint. Measure 
it in terms of what citizens are having 
to contribute to the highway trust 
funds relative to the amount of driving 
they are doing and the amount of tax 
they are having to pay, and what you 
will see is a State such as North Da-
kota is right near the top. 

A group of us who come from States 
similarly situated, States with very 
large expanses of land and not as many 
people, and therefore not having the 
tax base to raise the funds necessary to 
meet the needs of road maintenance 
and road building and bridge making, 
and so on, want to be a part of this de-
bate on the reauthorization of ISTEA 
or the highway reauthorization bill in 
a manner that says the following. We 
want at the end of this discussion for 
these eight States that are situated in 
this manner not to be a part of the jug-
gling between the formula fights that 
will go on on this floor from time to 
time this year on highway funding, but 
instead to be a part of a solution that 
says with respect to those States with 
unique circumstances, we will provide 
a guarantee that those States will re-
ceive what they have received in the 
past in terms of the percentage of the 
highway funds that have gone to these 
eight States with large expanses of 
land, many miles of highway to main-
tain and a lower population base, and 
in addition to that we will have a high-
way preservation fund of 1 percent—1 
percent out of 100 percent of the money 
that is available—to be put in a pool to 
be distributed back to those eight 
States on a need basis to preserve 
those highways, roads and bridges, 
build and maintain and preserve that 
infrastructure in those eight States 
that face this unique challenge and 
face these unique circumstances. 

That is all we say in this legisla-
tion—two things. One, North Dakota’s 
share, for example, of the current for-
mula is about .62 of 1 percent. North 
Dakota and the other seven States 
would be guaranteed that allocation at 
the end of the reauthorization bill for 
the coming years, plus we would be the 
recipients on a need basis of a pool 
equal to 1 percent of the highway fund 
that would then be reallocated on a 
need basis to the eight States that face 
these special and unique challenges. 

There are a number of us, 16 Senators 
specifically that come from these 8 
States, who have already cosponsored 
this legislation. I hope others will. And 
when we do, I hope we will be able to 
make a case to the rest of the Congress 
that we want to be helpful to others. 
We want to be helpful to all of those 
who believe there ought to be a robust 
highway funding program, that funding 
for it ought to be certain, that funding 
for it ought to be adequate to meet the 
needs in this country and we are pre-
pared to support that. But that when 
the larger formula fights are com-
pleted, those eight States, uniquely sit-
uated, the eight States which include 
North Dakota, situated in a cir-
cumstance where their population base 
does not allow them to raise the re-
sources to meet their infrastructure 
and transportation needs, they will be 
dealt with in a fair and equitable way. 
That is what our legislation does. It is 
what it would provide. And we hope 
that when this is over at the end of this 
Congress, we will look back and say we 

did something that was important for 
our States. 

I want to mention one additional 
point. Some say let us not have a Fed-
eral highway program anymore. Let us 
abolish the Federal gas tax, and then 
say to the States, you go ahead and 
raise your own money. All that I have 
been discussing so far describes the 
unique problem we have raising our 
own money with a large road network 
to deal with and a smaller population 
base. If we were required under a pro-
gram like that, a devolution of the 
highway program, saying we will not 
have a Federal program, let us let the 
States do it, and therefore a State like 
North Dakota, we were told, you go 
ahead and raise this yourself, just to 
meet the current revenue stream we 
now have from the Federal highway 
program in North Dakota, we would be 
required to raise the current State gas 
tax by 27 cents per gallon simply to re-
place the revenue the State currently 
receives. Other States would not fare 
the same way. Other States would be 
able to decide they could raise their 
gas tax at the State level by a very 
small amount of money. 

For example, Florida would have to 
raise their State gas tax 11 cents to 
raise the amount of money they now 
have under their road program. So 
when you take a look at the impact 
and the burden on taxpayers here, that 
approach, the devolution approach, 
saying let us not have a Federal high-
way program, let us tell the States 
raise your own money by your own gas 
tax, would say to Florida, you raise 
your gas tax by 11 cents, and would say 
to North Dakota, you raise yours by 27 
cents. 

That is the inequity of it. That 
moves us away from the notion that 
highways represent a national need, 
that transportation is a national sys-
tem and is part of a unifying force in 
this country that we have always felt 
should work to meet our country’s uni-
versal needs, and that includes espe-
cially the area of transportation. 

Mr. President, this year the Congress 
will be debating the reauthorization of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act [ISTEA]. Some have fo-
cused the debate around the question 
of the ratio between how much States 
receive in highway funding related to 
what they pay in. However, framing 
the debate around the donor verses 
donee State concept fails to address 
the real issues in the reauthorization 
of ISTEA: that is, how do we allocate 
resources to maintain a national trans-
portation system and ensure that all 
States have the necessary resources to 
participate in that system. If the heav-
ily populated States want to ship their 
frozen fish and fresh fruit from coast to 
coast in trucking convoys, they don’t 
want to be shipping it on gravel roads 
in parts of the country where the local 
tax base is not sufficient to maintain a 
national network of good roads. It is in 
the interest of all Americans to have a 
national network. That is why the 
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donor verses donee formula fights are 
so counterproductive. 

If we are interested in maintaining a 
national transportation system, the 
question should be how do we allocate 
resources to meet all the Nation’s 
highway needs. This includes meeting 
the unique needs of rural States with 
low-density populations and large geo-
graphic areas. If there is a national 
need, there’s a national responsibility 
and we ought not to have formula 
fights in ways that hurt small popu-
lation States with large networks of 
highways to maintain. 

I am not a bit uncomfortable that 
North Dakota receives more money 
back in highway funding than it sends 
into the highway trust fund through 
gas taxes. In fact, if measured on a per 
capita basis, North Dakota is actually 
one of the highest contributors to the 
Federal highway trust fund. Some of 
the so-called ‘‘donor States’’ con-
tribute has as much in gas taxes per 
capita than many of the ‘‘donee 
States’’ contribute. That happens be-
cause we have a small population and 
are required to maintain a large high-
way system on a small local tax base. 
Without a Federal program to make up 
for scarce local resources in low-den-
sity States, we could not have a na-
tional network of highways. 

Those who frame the debate as one 
between donor or donee States beg the 
question as to why does this notion 
only apply to highway funding. Should 
we treat all transportation programs 
the same way? Why single out only 
highway funding? Why not apply the 
same ‘‘return to the states’’ approach 
for mass transit, disaster relief for hur-
ricanes and earthquakes, or the Air-
port Improvement Program? Should 
the same principle be applied to fund-
ing the Coast Guard and the Maritime 
Administration whose services are al-
most entirely used by coastal States? 
We don’t have much of a Coast Guard 
in North Dakota, but our taxpayers 
still help pay for it. Thus, North Da-
kota is a donor State when it comes to 
these programs. Why should landlocked 
States support these programs? 

The reason is simple—we have a na-
tional economy, not a State-by-State 
economy. If such approach were adopt-
ed, it would represent a dramatic aban-
donment from the basic principle that 
has been vital to our national eco-
nomic and social well being: a quality 
national transportation system. And 
that is why the debate about the reau-
thorization of ISTEA must meet the 
unique needs of rural States. 

A network of efficient and well-main-
tained roads in rural areas is just as 
important to densely population urban 
centers that export products across the 
country as the roads are to middle 
America. 

We need a national transportation 
system that reflects a commitment to 
all regions of the Nation as the prin-
ciple priority. To do this, highway 
funding formulas must provide for the 
unique needs of every region. Cur-

rently, the needs of States with small 
populations but that maintain high-
ways for large geographic areas are not 
reflected under ISTEA formulas and 
this ought to be changed. ISTEA for-
mulas need to reflect the needs of the 
national system and the unique cir-
cumstances of various geographic re-
gions. While major urban areas need 
support for relieving congestion and 
heavy traffic loads, rural States with 
low populations need additional assist-
ance to maintain long stretches of 
roads with smaller local tax bases. 

Mr. President, I am introducing leg-
islation to ensure that rural States 
with low-density populations and large 
geographic land areas get an adequate 
share of Federal support under the Fed-
eral Aid to Highways Program. There 
are two major provisions under this 
legislation. First, low-density States 
with large geographic land areas will 
be held harmless under the same per-
centage distribution of total highway 
funds as they received under ISTEA. In 
addition, these same States would 
qualify for a rural State adjustment, 
which would be established by setting 
aside 1 percent of the total highway 
program for rural States. These funds 
would be distributed by a formula that 
takes into account the number of Na-
tional Highway System [NHS] miles of 
road in a qualifying State and the 
number of NHS vehicle miles traveled 
in that State. Certainly, this legisla-
tion does not resolve the matter as to 
how Federal highway funds will be dis-
tributed to all States. Rather, this bill 
only focuses on one aspect of the pic-
ture—that is, it emphasizes the unique 
circumstances of a small number of 
States that ought to have their needs 
recognized in the final formula. 

Those of us from rural States are not 
suggesting that all we care about is 
meeting our unique needs. Much to the 
contrary. We desire to work coopera-
tively with all our colleagues to de-
velop a strong and effective highway 
bill that meets the needs of all regions. 
Our objective is to have a fair formula 
that ensures that our Nation maintains 
a truly national system. To that end, 
we pledge our good faith and deter-
mination to develop the best reauthor-
ization of ISTEA possible. 

I urge my colleagues to join Senator 
KEMPTHORNE, Senator CONRAD, and I in 
supporting this legislation. It is our 
hope that the Congress will succeed 
this year in passing a strong reauthor-
ization of ISTEA and hopefully, that 
legislation will reflect the concerns 
raised in the bill we are introducing 
today. 

So, Mr. President, I am sending the 
legislation to the desk, and I hope in 
the coming week or so to add cospon-
sors to the legislation. I hope when the 
debate occurs on the reauthorization of 
the highway program, the ideas em-
bodied in this bipartisan piece of legis-
lation will be ideas that we will see in-
corporated in the final legislation 
passed by this Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 331 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Rural States 
Highway Preservation Act of 1997’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) a national surface transportation sys-

tem that includes a national network of 
highways and that provides for efficient and 
safe interstate travel in every State is vital 
to the economic and social wellbeing of the 
United States; 

(2) Federal policy for allocating resources 
to maintain an efficient and safe national 
surface transportation system should reflect 
the unique needs and circumstances of each 
State’s ability to participate in the transpor-
tation system; 

(3) low-density States that comprise large 
geographic land areas— 

(A) bear unique financial burdens in main-
taining their share of the national surface 
transportation system; and 

(B) typically support higher per-mile costs 
of maintaining highways and contribute 
more per capita to the Highway Trust Fund 
than other States; 

(4) many rural States have to maintain 
large highway systems, which provide inter-
state access between major population cen-
ters, but have small local populations to sup-
port their highways; 

(5) since the approval and implementation 
of the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, many rural States along the northern 
border of the United States have experienced 
increased use of, and demands on, their share 
of the national surface transportation sys-
tem due to increased international trade ac-
tivities; 

(6) Federal funding for surface transpor-
tation should include adjustments that re-
flect reasonable and appropriate resource al-
locations to ensure that rural, low-density 
States that comprise large geographic land 
areas can adequately participate in the na-
tional surface transportation system; and 

(7) contributions from all States permit 
the Federal Government to provide support 
for essential intermodal national priorities, 
such as a national system of highways, mass 
transit, maritime activities, airports and air 
service, and passenger rail service. 
SEC. 3. MINIMUM HIGHWAY FUNDING ALLOCA-

TION FOR CERTAIN TYPES OF 
STATES. 

Section 157(a)(4) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘In fiscal’’ and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In fiscal’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) LOW-DENSITY, LARGE-GEOGRAPHIC-AREA 

STATES.— 
‘‘(i) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE STATE.—In this 

subparagraph, the term ‘eligible State’ 
means a State that— 

‘‘(I) has a population density of less than 20 
individuals per square mile; and 

‘‘(II) comprises a land area of 10,000 square 
miles or more. 

‘‘(ii) HISTORICAL APPORTIONMENTS.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, for 
fiscal year 1998 and each fiscal year there-
after, the Secretary shall increase the 
amount of funds that, but for this clause, 
would be apportioned to an eligible State 
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under section 104(b)(3) so that each eligible 
State receives not less of the apportioned 
and allocated funds described in section 
1015(a)(1) of the Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23 U.S.C. 104 
note; 105 Stat. 1943) (as in effect on October 
1, 1996) than the percentage listed for the 
State in section 1015(a)(2) of that Act (as in 
effect on October 1, 1996). 

‘‘(iii) SET-ASIDE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, on October 1 of fiscal 
year 1998 and each fiscal year thereafter, the 
Secretary shall— 

‘‘(I) before making any funds available out 
of the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) for the fiscal year, 
set aside from the amounts authorized to be 
appropriated out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) for 
the fiscal year an amount equal to 1 percent 
of the funds that were made available out of 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) for the preceding fis-
cal year; 

‘‘(II) after making any increase for an eli-
gible State necessary to carry out clause (ii), 
allocate 50 percent of the amount set aside 
under subclause (I) among eligible States in 
the ratio that— 

‘‘(aa) the number of miles of highways on 
the National Highway System in the eligible 
State; bears to 

‘‘(bb) the number of miles of highways on 
the National Highway System in all eligible 
States; and 

‘‘(III) after making any increase for an eli-
gible State necessary to carry out clause (ii), 
allocate 50 percent of the amount set aside 
under subclause (I) among eligible States in 
the ratio that— 

‘‘(aa) the number of vehicle miles traveled 
on the National Highway System in the eli-
gible State during the latest 1-year-period 
for which data are available; bears to 

‘‘(bb) the number of vehicle miles traveled 
on the National Highway System in all eligi-
ble States during the latest 1-year-period for 
which data are available.’’. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I might 
say to my friend from North Dakota 
that he raises a most important issue, 
and it is obviously one that we are 
going to have a tremendous tug-of-war 
on around here. It is my hope, rep-
resenting a State with very old infra-
structure and with enormous public 
works projects, a very large population 
in an urban area, that as we approach 
this we are not going to get dragged 
into a fractionalized, regionalized, 
State-versus-State, haves-versus-have- 
nots issue. But, rather, that we are 
going to think this through in terms of 
the overall needs of the Nation which 
he has appropriately addressed with re-
spect to his State and his region. I 
think the key here is to make sure we 
come out with an adequate amount of 
infrastructure investment for the coun-
try as a whole and with an appropriate 
division of that. I certainly intend to 
work with him and others, but I think 
we need to guarantee that. 
∑ Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak briefly about the Rural States 
Highway Preservation Act. This is an 
act that would ensure fairness in the 
distribution of funds from the Highway 
Trust Fund. But more importantly, Mr. 
President, this bill ensures that we 
continue our commitment to maintain 
a national transportation system, that 
in doing so, we meet all the Nation’s 

transportation needs and, just as im-
portantly, the unique needs of our 
States that have small populations and 
very large geographic areas, States 
such as New Mexico, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Idaho, Alaska, Nevada, 
Montana, and Wyoming. 

My home State of New Mexico has 
only 14 people per square mile and its 
total land area is 121,335 square miles. 
Residents of large, rural States like 
New Mexico pay more per person in gas 
taxes because of the long driving dis-
tances. It is not uncommon for New 
Mexicans to travel 50 or more miles to 
their nearest large town or country 
seat, where they have to go to get es-
sential supplies, health care, school, or 
interact with their government. To 
maintain this infrastructure, New 
Mexicans currently pay one of the 
highest per capita State taxes to main-
tain the same highways used by inter-
state trucks or the tourists who visit 
our beautiful State. Under any even-
tual ISTEA reauthorization that does 
not address these unique characteris-
tics, New Mexico and similar States 
would lose highway funding that it 
could never recover. Under devolution, 
for example, New Mexico would have to 
impose at least a 17.8-cent gas tax just 
to generate the same revenue as it re-
ceived from the Highway Trust Fund in 
1995. Such a proposal would be dev-
astating not only for our residents, but 
for the many trucks that cross our 
State, and for the increasing traffic be-
tween Mexico and the United States. 
Such a proposal would impair new 
Mexico’s highways, but because we are 
but one part of a national transpor-
tation system, it would impair our na-
tional system. 

The Rural States Highway Preserva-
tion Act would ensure that transpor-
tation funds that will be distributed 
under a reauthorized ISTEA will be 
done fairly, with consideration to the 
uniqueness of States with low popu-
lation density and high geographic 
area, and with our national transpor-
tation needs as a priority. 

Thank you, Mr. President.∑ 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DOR-
GAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. 
LEVIN): 

S. 332. A bill to prohibit the importa-
tion of goods produced abroad with 
child labor, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

THE CHILD LABOR DETERRENCE ACT OF 1997 
∑ Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I intro-
duce the Child Labor Deterrence Act of 
1997. The bill I am introducing today 
prohibits the importation of any prod-
uct made, whole or in part, by children 
under the age of 15 who are employed 
in manufacturing or mining. This is 
the fourth time I have come to the 
floor of the Senate to introduce this 
bill, and I will continue to introduce it 
until it becomes law. 

Mr. President, recently, the Inter-
national Labor Organization [ILO] re-
leased a very grim report about the 

number of children who toil away in 
abhorrent conditions. The ILO esti-
mates that over 200 million children 
worldwide under the age of 15 are work-
ing instead of receiving a basic edu-
cation. Many of these children begin 
working in factories at the age of 6 or 
7, some even younger. They are poor, 
malnourished, and often forced to work 
60-hour weeks for little or no pay. 

Child labor is most prevalent in 
countries with high unemployment 
rates. According to the ILO, some 61 
percent of child workers, nearly 153 
million children, are found in Asia; 32 
percent, or 80 million, are in Africa and 
7 percent, or 17.5 million, live in Latin 
America. Adult unemployment rates in 
some nations runs over 20 percent. In 
Latin America, for example, about 1 in 
every 10 children are workers. Further-
more, in many nations where child 
labor is prevalent, more money is spent 
and allocated for military expenditures 
than for education and health services. 

The situation is as deplorable as it is 
enormous. In many developing coun-
tries children represent a substantial 
part of the work force and can be found 
in such industries as rugs, toys, tex-
tiles, mining, and sports equipment 
manufacturing. 

For instance, it is estimated that 65 
percent of the wearing apparel that 
Americans purchase is assembled or 
manufactured abroad, therefore, in-
creasing the chance that these items 
were made by abusive and exploitative 
child labor. In the rug industry, Indian 
and Pakistan produce 95 percent of 
their rugs for export. Some of the 
worst abuses of child labor have been 
documented in these countries, includ-
ing bonded and slave labor. 

Venezuela and Colombia exported 
$6,084,705 and $1,385,669 worth of mined 
products respectively to the United 
States in 1995. Both were documented 
by the Department of Labor as using 
child labor in mining. Mining hazards 
for children include exposure to harm-
ful dusts, gases, and fumes that cause 
respiratory diseases that can develop 
into silicosis, pulmonary fibrosis, as-
bestosis and emphysema after some 
years of exposure. Child miners also 
suffer from physical strain, fatigue and 
musculoskeletal disorders, as well as 
serious injuries from falling objects. 

Children may also be crippled phys-
ically by being forced to work too early 
in life. For example, a large scale ILO 
survey in the Philippines found that 
more than 60 percent of working chil-
dren were exposed to chemical and bio-
logical hazards, and that 40 percent ex-
perienced serious injuries or illnesses. 

These practices are often under-
ground, but the ILO report points out 
that children are still being sold out-
right for a sum of money. Other times, 
landlords buy child workers from their 
tenants, or labor contractors pay rural 
families in advance in order to take 
their children away to work in carpet 
weaving, glass manufacturing or pros-
titution. Child slavery of this type has 
long been reported in South Asia, 
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South East Asia and West Africa, de-
spite vigorous official denial of its ex-
istence. 

Additionally, children are increas-
ingly being bought and sold across na-
tional borders by organized networks. 
The ILO report states that at least five 
such international networks traf-
ficking in children exist: from Latin 
America to Europe and the Middle 
East; from South and South East Asia 
to northern Europe and the Middle 
East; a European regional market; an 
associated Arab regional market; and, 
a West Africa export market in girls. 

In Pakistan, the ILO reported in 1991 
that an estimated half of the 50,000 
children working as bonded labor in 
Pakistan’s carpet-weaving industry 
will never reach the age of 12—victims 
of disease and malnutrition. 

I have press reports from India of 
children freed from virtual slavery in 
the carpet factories of northern India. 
Twelve-year-old Charitra Chowdhary 
recounted his story—he said, ‘‘If we 
moved slowly we were beaten on our 
backs with a stick. We wanted to run 
away but the doors were always 
locked.’’ 

Mr. President, that’s what this bill is 
about, children, whose dreams and 
childhood are being sold for a pit-
tance—to factory owners and in mar-
kets around the globe. 

It is about protecting children 
around the globe and their future. It is 
about eliminating a major form of 
child abuse in our world. It is about 
breaking the cycle of poverty by get-
ting these kids out of factories and 
into schools. It is about raising the 
standard of living in the Third World 
so we can compete on the quality of 
goods instead of the misery and suf-
fering of those who make them. It is 
about assisting Third World govern-
ments to enforce their laws by ending 
the role of the United States in pro-
viding a lucrative market for goods 
made by abusive and exploitative child 
labor and encouraging other nations to 
do the same. 

Mr. President, unless the economic 
exploitation of children is eliminated, 
the potential and creative capacity of 
future generations will forever be lost 
to the factory floor. 

Mr. President, the Child Labor Deter-
rence Act of 1997 is intended to 
strengthen existing U.S. trade laws and 
help Third World countries enforce 
their child labor laws. The bill directs 
the U.S. Secretary of Labor to compile 
and maintain a list of foreign indus-
tries and their respective host coun-
tries that use child labor in the produc-
tion of exports to the United States. 
Once the Secretary of Labor identifies 
a foreign industry, the Secretary of the 
Treasury is instructed to prohibit the 
importation of a product from an iden-
tified industry. The entry ban would 
not apply if a U.S. importer signs a cer-
tificate of origin affirming that they 
took reasonable steps to ensure that 
products imported from identified in-
dustries are not made by child labor. In 

addition, the President is urged to seek 
an agreement with other governments 
to secure an international ban on trade 
in the products of child labor. Further, 
any company or individual who would 
intentionally violate the law would 
face both civil and criminal penalties. 

This legislation is not about impos-
ing our standards on the developing 
world. It’s about preventing those man-
ufacturers in the developing world who 
exploit child labor from imposing their 
standards on the United States. They 
are forewarned. If manufacturers and 
importers insist on investing in child 
labor, instead of investing in the future 
of children, I will work to assure that 
their products are barred from entering 
the United States. 

Mr. President, as I said when I first 
introduced this bill 4 years ago, it is 
time to end this human tragedy and 
our participation in it. It is time for 
greater government and corporate re-
sponsibility. No longer can officials in 
the Third World or U.S. importers turn 
a blind eye to the suffering and misery 
of the world’s children. No longer do 
American consumers want to provide a 
market for goods produced by the 
sweat and toil of children. By providing 
a market for goods produced by child 
labor, U.S. importers have become part 
of the problem by perpetuating the im-
poverishment of poor families. Through 
this legislation, importers now have 
the opportunity to become part of the 
solution by ending this abominable 
practice. 

Mr. President, countries do not have 
to wait until poverty is eradicated or 
they are fully developed before elimi-
nating the economic exploitation of 
children. In fact, the path to develop-
ment is to eliminate child labor and in-
crease expenditures on children such as 
primary education. In far too many 
countries, governments spend millions 
on military expenditures and fail to 
provide basic educational opportunities 
to its citizens. As a result, over 130 mil-
lion children are not in primary school. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, my bill 
places no undue burden on U.S. import-
ers. I know of no importer, company, 
or department store that would will-
ingly promote the exploitation of chil-
dren. I know of no importer, company, 
or department store that would want 
their products and image tainted by 
having their products produced by 
child labor. And I know that no Amer-
ican consumer would knowingly pur-
chase something made with abusive 
and exploitative child labor. These en-
tities take reasonable steps to ensure 
the quality of their goods; they should 
also be willing to take reasonable steps 
to ensure that their goods are not pro-
duced by child labor. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation.∑ 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 333. A bill to increase the period of 

availability of certain emergency relief 
funds allocated under section 125 of 
title 23, United States Code, to carry 

out a project to repair or reconstruct a 
portion of a Federal-aid primary route 
in San Mateo, CA. 

THE DEVIL’S SLIDE TUNNEL ACT 
∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Devil’s Slide Tun-
nel Act to allow previously appro-
priated funds to be used for a tunnel 
project in San Mateo County, CA. This 
bill is essentially a technical change to 
a 1984 emergency spending bill to pro-
vide relief for heavy winter storms that 
occurred during the winter of 1982–83. 
These rains caused a mountain mud 
slide to block the use of California 
Highway 1, a key coastal highway link-
ing San Mateo County to San Fran-
cisco. 

This section of highway has become 
known as Devil’s Slide because it 
crosses a sea cliff 600 feet above the Pa-
cific Ocean surf about 12 miles south of 
San Francisco. Perennial closures be-
cause of mud slides have cut off coastal 
communities, particularly access to 
emergency services during disasters as 
well as to local businesses. Congress 
approved the supplemental appropria-
tions for permanent repair after ex-
haustive study, including field hearings 
by the House Surface Transportation 
Subcommittee. 

The California Department of Trans-
portation [Caltrans] made temporary 
repairs and proposed a bypass construc-
tion. The bypass was opposed by envi-
ronmental interests and construction 
was blocked in court for years. This 
battle fortunately ended in November 
when voters overwhelming approved a 
referendum calling for construction of 
a mile-long tunnel as a project alter-
native. 

Congressman TOM LANTOS has intro-
duced legislation in the House to carry 
out the voters’ request. I am intro-
ducing an identical bill. Our legislation 
simply amends the law to allow for pre-
viously appropriated funds to be used 
for a project alternative and that the 
amount is available until expended. 

It is time that we fix this dangerous 
highway section that threatens many 
people’s lives and livelihoods. I urge 
my colleagues to join me and take 
swift action to allow the project alter-
native to proceed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
legislation be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 333 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Devil’s Slide 
Tunnel Act’’. 
SEC. 2. PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY. 

Section 6 of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to 
apportion certain funds for construction of 
the National System of Interstate and De-
fense Highways for fiscal year 1985 and to in-
crease the amount authorized to be expended 
for emergency relief under title 23, United 
States Code, and for other purposes’’, ap-
proved March 9, 1984 (98 Stat. 55), is amend-
ed— 
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(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 

‘‘A project’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of law, sums 
that are allocated under section 3 for any 
project alternative selected under this sec-
tion before, on, or after the date of enact-
ment of this subsection shall remain avail-
able until expended.’’.∑ 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN: 
S. 334. A bill to amend section 541 of 

the National Housing Act with respect 
to the partial payment of claims on 
health care facilities; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

PARTIAL PAYMENT OF CLAIMS LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a bill that makes a small but 
significant change in the hospital 
mortgage program and the nursing 
home mortgage program administered 
by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. The Section 242 
Program, as it is known, enables HUD 
to guarantee to private lenders that 
they will not lose money on a construc-
tion loan to a hospital. If the hospital 
cannot make its payments, HUD will 
assume the mortgage. The program in-
sures loans for renovation, moderniza-
tion, and new construction, and also 
covers the refinancing of existing 
mortgages. The Section 232 program 
does the same for nursing home 
projects. 

In August, 1995 the portfolio included 
100 projects in 18 States. It is particu-
larly important in New York where 
State regulations require hospitals to 
secure such insurance and where con-
struction costs are high. Further, be-
cause New York is deregulating its hos-
pitals, in the next few years the hos-
pitals need as much flexibility as pos-
sible, including the ability to refinance 
existing debt. The program will be 
more important than ever. 

Ensuring hospital mortgages may 
seem to be a risky venture, but this 
program is successful. Since 1969 it has 
made a net contribution to the govern-
ment of $221 million through fees it 
charges the hospitals, and in only three 
years has it had a negative net cash 
flow. The most recent was 1991. 

The bill I am offering today would 
strengthen the program by giving HUD 
partial payment of claims authority. 
Currently, if a hospital or nursing 
home cannot make a mortgage pay-
ment, HUD must assume the entire 
mortgage at considerable cost and ad-
ministrative effort. Partial payment of 
claims would prevent this. If, for exam-
ple, a hospital owes a $10 million pay-
ment and only has $6 million available, 
HUD would simply provide the $4 mil-
lion shortfall. There would be no re-
quirement nor necessity of assuming 
the mortgage. 

HUD already has partial payment of 
claims authority in most of its other 
mortgage insurance programs, such as 
the multifamily housing program, and 
it works well. There is no reason for 
the Agency not to have this authority 
in the hospital and the nursing home 
program, and in fact it makes eminent 
sense. 

My friend and colleague, Senator 
D’AMATO, joins me as a cosponsor of 
this bill. I ask my other colleagues to 
join us in supporting this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 334 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PARTIAL PAYMENT OF CLAIMS ON 

HEALTH CARE FACILITIES. 
Section 541(a) of the National Housing Act 

(12 U.S.C. 1735f–19) is amended— 
(1) in the section heading, by adding ‘‘AND 

HEALTH CARE FACILITIES’’ at the end; and 
(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘or a health care facility 

(including a nursing home, intermediate care 
facility, or board and care home (as those 
terms are defined in section 232)), a hospital 
(as that term is defined in section 242), or a 
group practice facility (as that term is de-
fined in section 1106))’’ after ‘‘1978’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or for keeping the health 
care facility operational to serve community 
needs,’’ after ‘‘character of the project,’’.∑ 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself, 
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
FORD, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. HELMS, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. SHELBY, 
Mr. BOND, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. ROBB, Mr. COVER-
DELL, Mr. CLELAND and Mr. 
GRAMS): 

S. 335. A bill to authorize funds for 
construction of highways, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

THE STEP–21 ISTEA INTEGRITY RESTORATION 
ACT 

∑ Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be joined today by Senator 
BOB GRAHAM and so many of my col-
leagues in introducing the STEP–21, 
ISTEA Integrity Restoration Act, to 
reauthorize our Nation’s surface trans-
portation programs. 

The current legislation—commonly 
known as ISTEA—expires on Sep-
tember 30 of this year. New legislation 
must be passed for our States and local 
governments to receive any transpor-
tation funds on the beginning of the 
new fiscal year on October 1. 

Mr President, my bill presents a re-
gionally balanced, multimodal ap-
proach for establishing a new transpor-
tation policy that will successfully 
carry us into the 21st century. 

STEP–21 is a 5-year authorization 
bill that maintains a strong Federal 
role in transportation. It responds to 
the mobility and accessibility needs of 
all Americans to a modern and safe 
transportation system. It provides the 
resources and policies necessary for our 
American products to compete in a 
global marketplace. And, we continue 
the guiding principles of ISTEA com-
mitted to a system that is economi-
cally efficient and environmentally 
sound. 

Our STEP–21 proposal is grounded in 
two fundamental principles—funding 
equity and a streamlined program. 

Already much attention has focused 
on the regional disparities in the fund-
ing distribution formulas. But, our leg-
islation recognizes that all regions of 
the Nation have important transpor-
tation needs. We are committed to de-
vising a program that—for the first 
time—responds to our transportation 
demands using current needs informa-
tion. In doing so, we provide a program 
that acknowledges that sparsely popu-
lated States with large land areas or 
States with small populations cannot 
go it alone. We are committed to con-
tinuing a national transportation sys-
tem—to provide effective connections 
among the States. I believe the needs 
of these States must be addressed and 
we do so in our legislation. 

STEP–21 has a much broader focus 
than just the single issue of funding 
distribution. 

STEP–21 moves us beyond the ad-
vances of ISTEA with further stream-
lining of the current bureaucratic maze 
of Federal programs. We reduce the 
number of program categories, thus in-
creasing the flexibility permitted for 
our State and local partners to deter-
mine their own transportation prior-
ities. 

STEP–21 also continues and builds 
upon the many successes of ISTEA. 

Mr. President, this legislation main-
tains our national focus on multimodal 
solutions to moving people and goods 
efficiently. 

We continue the flexibility of State 
and local decisionmakers to invest 
their resources in nonhighway alter-
natives—such as transit or commuter 
rail options. 

We continue the important role of 
metropolitan planning organizations 
and their need to have an identified 
funding source. 

We recognize a full and open planning 
process that stimulates public partici-
pation at both the State and local level 
will foster transportation solutions 
that respond to larger community 
goals. 

We provide a program that is envi-
ronmentally sound, recognizing that 
transportation plays an important part 
in our national goal to improve the 
quality of the air we breathe. States 
can continue to invest in those trans-
portation choices that move people and 
goods without degrading air quality. 
The enhancements program that in-
vests in alternative forms of transpor-
tation—bike paths and pedestrian 
walkways—and mitigates the impacts 
of past transportation choices on our 
communities quality of life will be con-
tinued. 

In brief, STEP–21 ensures that we 
have a national multimodal transpor-
tation policy that is ready to meet the 
economic demands of a global market-
place. It provides solutions to the re-
gional disparities of the current pro-
gram and the Federal second-guessing 
of State and local transportation 
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choices. It does not retreat from the 
principles of ISTEA to provide for an 
open decisionmaking process permit-
ting States and localities to invest in 
different modes of transportation.∑ 

By Mr. SARBANES: 
S. 336. A bill to convert certain ex-

cepted service positions in the United 
States Fire Administration to competi-
tive service positions, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

U.S. FIRE ADMINISTRATION LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
convert eight remaining excepted serv-
ice positions at the U.S. Fire Adminis-
tration to competitive service status. 

During its first few years of oper-
ation, the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency used an excepted service 
authority provided under the Fire Pre-
vention and Control Act of 1974 in 
order to quickly staff the National Fire 
Academy with personnel who were 
uniquely qualified in fire education. 

In the early 1980’s, after the Acad-
emy’s original vacancies had been 
filled and the Academy was up and run-
ning, it became FEMA’s policy to fill 
openings at the NFA through a com-
petitive civil service hiring system. 
Today, 91 of the NFA’s 99 employees 
are under the general schedule with 
only eight employees who were hired in 
the 1970’s and early eighties remaining 
in excepted service status. As a result, 
these remaining eight are subject to 
significant limitations within the 
USFA. Although they each average 
over 17 years of Federal service and 
were hired solely because of their 
strong backgrounds and unique quali-
fications in fire education, they are le-
gally barred from competing for man-
agement positions within the Fire Ad-
ministration. The remaining eight ex-
cepted service employees are not even 
allowed to serve on details to competi-
tive service jobs—even within their 
own organization—without an official 
waiver from the Office of Personnel 
Management. 

Mr. President, I am proposing to 
remedy this situation. The legislation 
which I am introducing will enable the 
Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency and the Director 
of the Office of Personnel Management 
to convert any employees appointed to 
the Fire Administration under the Fed-
eral Fire Protection and Control Act, 
to competitive service—without any 
break in service, diminution of service, 
reduction of cumulative years of serv-
ice, or requirement to serve any addi-
tional probationary period with the 
Administration. Those converted under 
this legislation shall also remain in the 
Civil Service Retirement System and 
retain their seniority. This practice is 
consistent with other federally sup-
ported training academies. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has indicated 
that there would be no cost for this 
conversion, and I urge my colleagues to 
join me in support of this legislation.∑ 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for him-
self, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. ABRAHAM, 
Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. HELMS): 

S. 337. A bill to amend the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 to restrict as-
sistance to foreign organizations that 
perform or actively promote abortions; 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
AMENDMENT ACT OF 1997 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the text of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 337 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. RESTRICTION ON ASSISTANCE TO 

FOREIGN ORGANIZATIONS THAT 
PERFORM OR ACTIVELY PROMOTE 
ABORTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 104 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151b) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(h) RESTRICTION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOR-
EIGN ORGANIZATIONS THAT PERFORM OR AC-
TIVELY PROMOTE ABORTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) PERFORMANCE OF ABORTIONS.— 
‘‘(A) RESTRICTION.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, no funds appropriated 
for population planning activities under sub-
section (b) or other population assistance 
may be made available for any foreign pri-
vate, nongovernmental, or multilateral orga-
nization until the organization certifies to 
the President that it will not, during the pe-
riod for which the funds are made available, 
perform abortions in any foreign country, 
except where the life of the mother would be 
endangered if the pregnancy were carried to 
term or in cases of forcible rape or incest. 

‘‘(B) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing 
in subparagraph (A) may be construed to 
apply to the treatment of injuries or ill-
nesses caused by legal or illegal abortions or 
to assistance provided directly to the gov-
ernment of a country. 

‘‘(2) LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.— 
‘‘(A) RESTRICTION.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, no funds appropriated 
for population planning activities under sub-
section (b) or other population assistance 
may be made available for any foreign pri-
vate, nongovernmental, or multilateral orga-
nization until the organization certifies to 
the President that it will not, during the pe-
riod for which the funds are made available, 
violate the laws of any foreign country con-
cerning the circumstances under which abor-
tion is permitted, regulated, or prohibited, 
or engage in any activity or effort to alter 
the laws or governmental policies of any for-
eign country concerning the circumstances 
under which abortion is permitted, regu-
lated, or prohibited, except as provided in 
subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
not apply to activities in opposition to coer-
cive abortion or involuntary sterilization. 

‘‘(3) APPLICATION TO SUBCONTRACTORS AND 
SUBGRANTEES.—The prohibitions of this sub-
section shall apply to funds made available 
to a foreign organization either directly or 
as a subcontractor or subgrantee, and the 
certifications required by this subsection 
shall apply to activities in which the organi-
zation engages either directly or through a 
subcontractor or subgrantee.’’. 

(b) APPROPRIATIONS COVERED.—The amend-
ment made by subsection (a) shall apply to 

appropriations made before, on, or after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. President: I rise to 
join my colleague, Senator HUTCH-
INSON, as an original cosponsor of S. 
337, his amendment to the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961. 

This legislation, Mr. President, will 
subject our nation’s funding of inter-
national population control programs 
to appropriate restrictions, seeing to it 
that American monies are not used to 
promote or perform abortions. 

In adopting this amendment we will 
continue our country’s long established 
policy of opposing the use of our tax-
payer’s money to fund controversial 
procedures. First, this bill prohibits 
funding to any foreign organization, 
whether nongovernmental, multilat-
eral or private, that performs or ac-
tively promotes abortion. Second, it 
prohibits organizations receiving U.S. 
funds from violating any of the host 
country’s laws concerning abortion and 
from engaging in efforts to alter the 
host country’s abortion laws. There is 
an exception for activities in opposi-
tion to coercive abortions or involun-
tary sterilizations. Third, this legisla-
tion extends these prohibitions to sub-
contractors and subgrantees of foreign 
organizations which receive funding 
under the population assistance pro-
gram. 

I strongly support this legislation be-
cause I believe that it will be insure 
that U.S.-funded population planning 
programs are administered in an appro-
priate manner. By this I mean that 
they will abide by the guidelines Con-
gress laid down for 10 years, under both 
the Reagan and the Bush administra-
tions. S. 337 will continue our estab-
lished practice of protecting taxpayers 
from misuse of their funds and pro-
tecting unborn children around the 
world. It is a worthy piece of legisla-
tion. I urge my colleagues to support 
it. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
HELMS and Mr. ROBB:) 

S. 339. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to revise the re-
quirements for procurement of prod-
ucts of Federal Prison Industries to 
meet needs of Federal agencies, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
THE FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES COMPETITION 

IN CONTRACTING ACT 
∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce the Federal Prison 
Industries Competition in Contracting 
Act. This bill, which is cosponsored by 
Senators ABRAHAM, AKAKA, HELMS, and 
ROBB, would implement the rec-
ommendation of the National Perform-
ance Review that we should ‘‘require 
[Federal Prison Industries] to compete 
commercially for federal agencies’ 
business’’ instead of having a legally 
protected monopoly. Our bill would en-
sure that the taxpayers get the best 
possible value for their Federal pro-
curement dollars. If a Federal agency 
could get a better product at a lower 
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price from the private sector, it would 
be permitted to do so—and the tax-
payers would get the savings. 

Mr. President, many in both Govern-
ment and industry believe that FPI 
products are frequently overpriced, in-
ferior in quality, or both. For example, 
I understand that the Veterans Admin-
istration has sought repeal of FPI’s 
mandatory preference on several occa-
sions, on the grounds that FPI pricing 
for textiles, furniture, and other prod-
ucts are routinely higher than iden-
tical items purchased from commercial 
sources. Most recently, VA officials es-
timated that the repeal of the pref-
erence would save $18 million over a 4- 
year period for their agency alone, 
making that money available for vet-
erans services. 

Similarly, the Deputy Commander of 
the Defense Logistics Agency, wrote in 
a May 3, 1996, letter to Members of the 
House that FPI has had a 42 percent de-
linquency rate in its clothing and tex-
tile deliveries, compared to a 6 percent 
rate for commercial industry. For this 
record of poor performance, FPI has 
charged prices that were an average of 
13 percent higher than commercial 
prices. 

On July 30, 1996, the master chief 
petty officer of the Navy testified be-
fore the House National Security Com-
mittee that the FPI monopoly on Gov-
ernment furniture contracts has under-
mined the Navy’s ability to improve 
living conditions for its sailors. Master 
Chief Petty Officer John Hagan stated, 
and I quote: 

In order to efficiently use our scarce re-
sources, we need congressional assistance in 
changing the Title 18 statute that requires 
all the Services to obtain a waiver for each 
and every furniture order not placed with 
the Federal Prison Industry/UNICOR. * * * 
Speaking frankly, the FPI/UNICOR product 
is inferior, costs more, and takes longer to 
procure. UNICOR has, in my opinion, ex-
ploited their special status instead of mak-
ing changes which would make them more 
efficient and competitive. The Navy and 
other Services need your support to change 
the law and have FPI compete with GSA fur-
niture manufacturers. Without this change, 
we will not be serving Sailors or taxpayers in 
the most effective and efficient way. 

In the last Congress this bill was sup-
ported by the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, the National Federation of 
Independent Business, the Business and 
Industrial Furniture Manufacturers’ 
Association, the American Apparel 
Manufacturers’ Association, the Indus-
trial Fabrics Association Inter-
national, and the Competition in Con-
tracting Act Coalition. It has also re-
ceived support from hundreds of small 
businesses from Michigan and around 
the country that have seen FPI take 
jobs away from their businesses and 
give them to FPI with a guaranteed 
purchase—regardless of price and qual-
ity. 

We all want to do what we can to en-
sure that we make constructive work 
available for Federal prisoners, but the 
way we are doing it is wrong. As one 
small businessman in the furniture in-

dustry put it in emotional testimony 
at a House hearing last year: 

Is it justice that Federal Prison Industries 
would step in and take business away from a 
disabled Vietnam veteran who was twice 
wounded fighting for our country and give 
that work to criminals who have trampled 
on honest citizens’ rights, therefore effec-
tively destroying and bankrupting that 
hero’s business which the Veteran’s Adminis-
tration suggested he enter? 

At the end of the last Congress, I re-
ceived a letter indicating the Adminis-
tration’s agreement that the process 
by which Federal agencies purchase 
products from Federal Prison Indus-
tries needs to be reformed. That letter 
states: 

The Administration favors reform of Fed-
eral Prison Industries to improve its cus-
tomer service, pricing, and delivery while 
not endangering its work program for Fed-
eral inmates. * * * The Administration will 
present reform proposals for the House and 
Senate Judiciary Committees in the next 
session of Congress. 

With this letter, the administration 
has promised to join us in a serious re-
evaluation of the process by which Fed-
eral Prison Industries sells its products 
to other Federal agencies. The heart of 
that process is, of course, FPI’s manda-
tory source status. The administration 
has made a commitment to work with 
us on reforming the Federal Prison In-
dustries procurement process in this 
Congress, and I intend to hold the ad-
ministration to that commitment. 

Mr. President, our bill would not re-
quire FPI to close any of its facilities, 
force FPI to eliminate any jobs for 
Federal prisoners, or undermine FPI’s 
ability to ensure that inmates are pro-
ductively occupied. It would simply re-
quire FPI to compete for Federal con-
tracts on the same terms as all other 
Federal contractors. That is simple 
justice to the hard-working citizens in 
the private sector, with whom FPI 
would be required to compete. 

Mr. President, I am a supporter of 
the idea of putting Federal inmates to 
work. A strong prison work program 
not only reduces inmate idleness and 
prison disruption, but can also help 
build a work ethic, provide job skills, 
and enable prisoners to return to pro-
ductive society upon their release. 

However, I believe that a prison work 
program must be conducted in a man-
ner that does not unfairly eliminate 
the jobs of hard-working citizens who 
have not committed crimes. FPI will 
be able to achieve this result only if it 
diversifies its product lines and avoids 
the temptation to build its work force 
by continuing to displace private sec-
tor jobs in its traditional lines of work. 
We need to have jobs for prisoners, but 
it is unfair and wasteful to allow FPI 
to designate whose jobs it will take, 
and when it will take them. Competi-
tion will be better for FPI, better for 
the taxpayer, and better for working 
men and women around the country. 

I had hoped to get a vote on this bill 
last year, but the parliamentary situa-
tion at the end of the Congress made 
that impossible. However, this issue is 

not going to go away. The issue is too 
important to the taxpayers, and too 
important to the many small busi-
nesses adversely affected by unfair 
competition from Federal Prison In-
dustries, to be ignored. I look forward 
to working with my colleagues to 
make reform of the Federal Prison In-
dustries procurement process a reality 
in this Congress. 

By Mr. ROTH (for himself and 
Mr. MOYNIHAN): 

S. 341. A bill to establish a bipartisan 
commission to study and provide rec-
ommendations on restoring the finan-
cial integrity of the Medicare Program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security 
Act; to the Committee on Finance. 
THE NATIONAL BIPARTISAN COMMISSION ON THE 

FUTURE OF MEDICARE 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise 

today with my distinguished colleague, 
Senator MOYNIHAN, the ranking mem-
ber of the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance, to introduce legislation estab-
lishing a National Commission on the 
Future of Medicare. 

This Medicare Commission will serve 
as an essential catalyst to congres-
sional action, and ultimately lead to a 
solution that will preserve and protect 
the Medicare Program for current 
beneficiaries, their children, grand-
children, and great-grandchildren. 

Mr. President, we have two immense 
challenges presented by the Medicare 
crisis. First, we have the short-term 
problem, the looming insolvency date 
of 2001. Second, in the not distant fu-
ture, the vast numbers of baby boomers 
will challenge the long-term viability 
of Medicare. Congress must take action 
immediately on the short-term bank-
ruptcy crisis, where the Commission 
will help us solve the longer term prob-
lem. 

I am encouraged that President Clin-
ton has moved in our direction by of-
fering in his budget package a $100 bil-
lion reduction in Medicare spending 
growth over the next 5 years. I must 
admit, however, that I was somewhat 
concerned when the President, in his 
State of the Union Address last week, 
devoted only one sentence to dis-
cussing his plans for Medicare. And 
half of that sentence was devoted to ex-
panding the program. 

The President stated that his plan 
extends the life of the Medicare trust 
fund until 2007. However, in order to 
achieve this, the President’s budget re-
sorts to a budgetary sleight of hand. If 
we truly are to consider taking steps to 
preserve and protect the Medicare Pro-
gram as a whole for future generations, 
shifting money from one trust fund ac-
count to the other does nothing for its 
long-term health. It only buys us a lit-
tle extra time. Instead, we should take 
steps to extend the short-term sol-
vency without budget accounting gim-
micks. 

Relying on a gimmick like the home 
health transfer has a certain appeal—it 
buys us some time by extending the 
short-term life of the Medicare hos-
pital insurance, HI or part A, trust 
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fund which is headed for bankruptcy in 
2001. Quite simply, Medicare is spend-
ing more than it collects from all 
sources of revenues. Transferring the 
majority of the outlays for home 
health care extends the life of the HI 
trust fund without having to make any 
real decisions. 

Gail Wilsnsky, a well-known health 
economist, stated recently ‘‘[t]he 
terms of the transfer of 480 billion of 
home care should be considered care-
fully because of the precedent it sets in 
transferring an obligation into what ef-
fectively is the general revenue of the 
Treasury. Normally, when an expense 
is brought into part B, a portion of the 
total spending becomes part of the pre-
mium paid by the elderly and the ex-
pense itself is subjected to a 20 percent 
coinsurance charge. This is not being 
done for the home health care transfer. 
While an argument can be made that 
the separation of Medicare into parts A 
and B, with two separate streams of 
funding is an archaic holdover from 
Medicare’s inception, removing the 
limited cost constraints that now exist 
without reforming the entire program 
is very risky.’’ 

The anticipated bankruptcy of the 
trust fund in 2001 means there will not 
be money to pay the hospital, skilled 
nursing care, home health care, and 
hospice care bills of our senior citizens 
and disabled individuals who reply on 
Medicare. If we change current law, 
Medicare trends will continue on a col-
lision course. 

In 1995, expenditures out of the HI 
trust fund exceeded all sources of reve-
nues into the trust fund. The Congres-
sional Budget Office predicts that in 
2001 Medicare will out spend its reve-
nues and spend down its current sur-
plus, becoming insolvent with a $4.5 
billion shortfall. This shortfall grows 
rapidly to over one half trillion dol-
lars—$556 billion—in 2007. And, this is 
before the baby-boomers begin to retire 
in 2010. 

In the long-term, demographic trends 
will continue to increase financial 
pressure on the trust fund, challenging 
its ability to maintain our promise to 
beneficiaries. Today, there are less 
than 40 million Americans who qualify 
to receive Medicare. By the year 2010, 
the number will be approaching 50 mil-
lion, and by 2020, it will be over 60 mil-
lion. While these numbers are increas-
ing, the number of workers supporting 
retirees will decrease. Today, there are 
almost four workers per retiree, but in 
2030 there will be only about two per 
retiree. 

The supplemental medical insurance 
[SMI] trust fund does not have the 
same solvency problem, as it has an 
unlimited claim on the U.S. Treasury. 
The SMI trust fund is financed by a 
monthly premium paid by bene-
ficiaries, which covers 25 percent of the 
cost of Medicare part B. The remaining 
costs are paid by general revenues. The 
SMI trust fund is solvent because the 
Federal Government is obligated to 
make up the difference between bene-

ficiary premium amounts and part B 
costs. 

Spending for the SMI trust Fund is 
unsustainable. According to CBO, SMI 
spending is expected to increase at an 
annual rate of 9.1 percent between 1997 
and 2007, while its premium receipts 
will grow by only 4.5 percent a year. 
Under current law, the percentage of 
costs paid from general revenues will 
steadily increase. In recent testimony, 
Joseph Antos, the Assistant Director 
for Health and Human Resources at 
CBO, described this situation precisely, 
‘‘The SMI program is no more finan-
cially sound than the HI program, in 
the sense that both components of 
Medicare are growing more rapidly 
than the economy’s capacity to finance 
them.’’ 

The Commission should also consider 
that since Medicare’s enactment in 
1965, there has been a great deal of 
change in the private health care sys-
tem in the United States, yet Medicare 
has remained fundamentally un-
changed. Indeed, Medicare beneficiaries 
do not enjoy the same benefits private 
sector plans often offer their enrollees. 
This rigid 31-year-old program is un-
able to offer the private sector im-
provements in alternative systems of 
delivery of care or many technological 
advances. If Medicare were a tele-
vision, it would be a 30-year-old, 12- 
inch black and white model. 

Mr. President, the legislation I am 
introducing today is modeled after two 
well-known previous bipartisan, bi-
cameral national commissions. 

First, the mission of the Commission 
is similar to the 1983 National Commis-
sion on Social Security Reform, estab-
lished by President Reagan by Presi-
dential Executive Order, December 16, 
1981. As was the charge to this 1983 
Blue Ribbon Commission, the Medicare 
Commission is directed to thoroughly 
review Medicare and make appropriate 
recommendations. The Medicare Com-
mission will review and analyze the 
long-term financial condition of both 
the Federal hospital insurance, HI or 
Part A, trust fund and the Federal sup-
plementary medical insurance, SMI or 
Part B, trust fund. 

Second, the structure of the 15-mem-
ber Medicare Commission follows more 
closely the model established by the 
1990 U.S. Bipartisan Commission on 
Comprehensive Health Care, known as 
the Pepper commission. The Pepper 
commission was chaired by Senator 
ROCKEFELLER and issued a report mak-
ing recommendations on comprehen-
sive health care reform. 

The Medicare Commission will facili-
tate our ability to address the Medi-
care crisis. Ultimately, I hope to see 
the Medicare Commission put forward 
a proposal after thoroughly analyzing 
the options that will truly preserve and 
protect the Medicare Program, not just 
through the next 5 years, but for the 
next generation so that we can leave a 
legacy of a robust Medicare Program 
for our children and our grandchildren. 

Mr. President, now is the time to put 
partisanship aside. Time is running 

short, and we need to work together to 
avert the crisis. 

Given the very short time that Medi-
care will remain solvent, and given the 
demographic facts of the American 
population, we cannot afford more 
delay. We need to preserve and protect 
the Medicare Program. We need to 
make sure we leave a solid legacy for 
the next generations. It is no longer 
time for rhetoric, but time for action. 
Playing politics with Medicare is sim-
ply wrong. Putting off what needs to be 
done is the cruelest tactic. 

I encourage my colleagues to join us 
in cosponsoring this important legisla-
tion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional material be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SUMMARY OF LEGISLATION ESTABLISHING THE 

NATIONAL BIPARTISAN COMMISSION ON THE 
FUTURE OF MEDICARE 
Establishes a 15 member commission. 
Based on the membership structure of the 

1990 US Bipartisan Commission on Com-
prehensive Health Care (also known as The 
Pepper Commission), the 15 members are ap-
pointed in the following manner: 3 by the 
President; 6 by the House of Representatives 
(not more than 4 from the same political 
party); 6 by the Senate (not more than 4 
from the same political party); and the 
Chairman is designated by the joint agree-
ment of the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Majority Leader of the 
Senate. 

Duties are similar to the 1983 National 
Commission on Social Security Reform: 

1. review and analyze the long-term finan-
cial condition of both Medicare Trust Funds; 

2. identify problems that threaten the fi-
nancial integrity; 

3. analyze potential solutions that ensure 
the financial integrity and the provision of 
appropriate benefits; 

4. make recommendations to restore sol-
vency of the HI Trust Fund and the financial 
integrity of the SMI Trust Fund; 

5. make recommendations for establishing 
the appropriate financial structure of the 
program as a whole; 

6. make recommendations for establishing 
the appropriate balance of benefits covered 
and beneficiary contributions; and 

7. make recommendations for the time pe-
riods during which the Commission rec-
ommendations should be implemented. 

Must submit a report to the President and 
Congress no later than 12 months from the 
date of enactment. 

Commission terminates 30 days after re-
port is submitted. 

Funding authorized to be appropriated 
from both Medicare Trust Funds. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to join my colleague, the chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Finance, in 
introducing a bill that would establish 
a commission to address the long term 
problems confronting the Medicare 
Program. 

In 1983, I joined with then-Senator 
Bob Dole as a member of the Greenspan 
Commission, which proposed a series of 
reforms and improvements in the So-
cial Security program. Congress’ abil-
ity to resolve the complex and con-
troversial issues facing Social Security 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1407 February 13, 1997 
at that time were in doubt up until the 
last minute. In the end, it was the bi-
partisan nature of the Greenspan Com-
mission that allowed Congress to agree 
on a solution. 

This year, combined tax income to 
the Medicare and OASDI trust funds 
has been less than the amount paid out 
of these trust funds. The trustees of the 
Federal hospital insurance trust fund, 
the independent actuaries at the 
Health Care Financing Administration 
[HCFA] and the Congressional Budget 
Office all agree that the HI trust fund 
will run out of money in the year 2001. 

Near-term insolvency can be resolved 
by reducing the rate of growth in the 
Medicare Program in legislation imple-
menting the federal budget for fiscal 
year 1998. Yet current proposals do not 
address the demographic and struc-
tural factors that threaten the sol-
vency of the Medicare Program over 
the longer term. Approaching changes 
in our Nation’s demographics are well 
known. The so-called ‘‘baby boom,’’ 
consisting of individuals born between 
1946 and 1964, will begin turning 65 in 
the year 2011. The sheer number of peo-
ple in this demographic bulge will be 
overwhelming to the Medicare Pro-
gram. 

At the same time, the number of peo-
ple in the generations that follow is 
significantly smaller, such that by the 
year 2030 there will be only 2.2 workers 
for each individual over 65, and thus el-
igible for Medicare. In 1995 there were 
3.9 workers per beneficiary. These de-
mographic changes, combined with pro-
jected growth in program costs under 
its current structure, guarantee an im-
balance between the amount of money 
we will have to pay for the program 
and the cost of the benefits that it is 
expected to cover. 

During the recent Presidential cam-
paign, the Republican candidate, Bob 
Dole, asked if I would sit on a Medicare 
Commission that he wanted to set up if 
he were elected President. I responded 
that I would be happy to serve on any 
such commission, regardless of which 
candidate won the White House. In the 
meantime, President Clinton has also 
called for a bipartisan process to ad-
dress the long term difficulties facing 
Medicare. The President’s most recent 
call for such a process came in his 
State of the Union Address last week. 

The bipartisan bill we are intro-
ducing today will begin this process. 
We urge our colleagues to join this im-
portant effort. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 25 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
25, a bill to reform the financing of 
Federal elections. 

S. 98 

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the names of the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. DEWINE] and the Senator from 

New Hampshire [Mr. SMITH] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 98, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide a family tax credit. 

S. 197 
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
197, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to encourage savings 
and investment through individual re-
tirement accounts, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 239 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. HAGEL] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 239, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 relating to the 
treatment of livestock sold on account 
of weather-related conditions. 

S. 261 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SANTORUM] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 261, a bill to provide for 
a biennial budget process and a bien-
nial appropriations process and to en-
hance oversight and the performance of 
the Federal Government. 

S. 263 
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 

the names of the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH] and the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 263, a 
bill to prohibit the import, export, 
sale, purchase, possession, transpor-
tation, acquisition, and receipt of bear 
viscera or products that contain or 
claim to contain bear viscera, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 278 
At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 

names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] and the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 278, a bill to guarantee 
the right of all active duty military 
personnel, merchant mariners, and 
their dependents to vote in Federal, 
State, and local elections. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 6 
At the request of Mr. KYL, the names 

of the Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] 
and the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 6, a joint reso-
lution proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States to 
protect the rights of crime victims. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 16 
At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 

names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. INHOFE] and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. CLELAND] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
16, a joint resolution proposing a con-
stitutional amendment to limit con-
gressional terms. 

At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE] and the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. MURKOWSKI] were withdrawn as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
16, supra. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 53 
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of Sen-

ate Resolution 53, a resolution to ex-
press the sense of the Senate con-
cerning actions that the President of 
the United States should take to re-
solve the dispute between the Allied 
Pilots Association and American Air-
lines. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 55— 
RELATIVE TO MILK PRICES 

Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. KOHL, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Ms. SNOWE, Ms. COLLINS, 
and Mr. GRAMS) submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 55 
Whereas, during the last few months farm 

milk prices have experienced substantial vol-
atility, dropping precipitously from $15.37 
per hundredweight in September, 1996 to 
$11.34 per hundredweight in December, 1996; 

Whereas, the price of cheese at the Na-
tional Cheese Exchange in Green Bay, Wis-
consin influences milk prices paid to farmers 
because of its use in the Department of Agri-
culture’s Basic Formula Price under Federal 
Milk Marketing Orders; 

Whereas, less than one percent of the 
cheese produced in the United States is sold 
on the National Cheese Exchange and the 
Exchange acts as a reference price for as 
much as 95 percent of the commercial bulk 
cheese sales in the nation: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That it is the Sense of the Senate 
of the United States that the Secretary of 
Agriculture should consider acting imme-
diately pursuant to his legal authority to 
modify the Basic Formula Price for dairy by 
replacing the National Cheese Exchange as a 
factor to be considered in setting the Basic 
Formula Price. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 56—REL-
ATIVE TO A NATIONAL DAY OF 
CELEBRATION OF GREEK AND 
AMERICAN DEMOCRACY 
Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 

SANTORUM, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. THUR-
MOND, Mr. ROTH, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. GREGG, 
Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. FAIR-
CLOTH, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. COVERDELL, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. GLENN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. REID, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. KERRY, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mr. REED, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. HOL-
LINGS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BYRD, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. DODD, and Mr. TORRICELLI) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 56 
Whereas the ancient Greeks developed the 

concept of democracy, in which the supreme 
power to govern was invested in the people; 

Whereas the Founding Fathers of the 
United States of America drew heavily upon 
the political experience and philosophy of 
ancient Greece in forming our representative 
democracy; 

Whereas the founders of the modern Greek 
state modeled their government after that of 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1408 February 13, 1997 
the United States in an effort to best imitate 
their ancient democracy; 

Whereas Greece is one of the only three na-
tions in the world, beyond the former British 
Empire, that has been allied with the Untied 
States in every major international conflict 
this century; 

Whereas the heroism displayed in the his-
toric World War II Battle of Crete epito-
mized Greece’s sacrifice for freedom and de-
mocracy as it presented the Axis land war 
with its first major setback and set off a 
chain of events which significantly affected 
the outcome of World War II. 

Whereas these and other ideals have forged 
a close bond between our two nations and 
their peoples; 

Whereas March 25, 1997 marks the 176th an-
niversary of the beginning of the revolution 
which freed the Greek people from the Otto-
man Empire; and 

Whereas it is proper and desirable to cele-
brate with the Greek people, and to reaffirm 
the democratic principles from which our 
two great nations were born: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That March 25, 1997 is designated 
as ‘‘Greek Independence Day: A National 
Day of Celebration of Greek and American 
Democracy.’’ The President is requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe the day with 
appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today I 
am pleased to submit a resolution 
along with 43 of my colleagues to des-
ignate March 25, 1977, as ‘‘Greek Inde-
pendence Day: A Celebration of Greek 
and American Democracy.’’ 

The Greeks began the revolution 176 
years ago, that would free them from 
the Ottoman Empire and return Greece 
to its democratic heritage. It was, of 
course, the ancient Greeks who devel-
oped the concept of democracy in 
which the supreme power to govern 
was vested in the people. Our Founding 
Fathers drew heavily upon the political 
and philosophical experience of ancient 
Greece in forming our representative 
democracy. Thomas Jefferson pro-
claimed that, ‘‘to the ancient Greeks 
* * * we are all indebted for the light 
which led ourselves our of Gothic dark-
ness.’’ It is fitting, then, that we 
should recognize the anniversary of the 
beginning of their efforts to return to 
that democratic tradition. 

The democratic form of government 
is only one of the most obvious of the 
many benefits we have gained from the 
Greek people. The ancient Greeks con-
tributed a great deal to the modern 
world, particularly to the United 
States of America, in the areas of art, 
philosophy, science, and law. Today, 
Greek-Americans continue to enrich 
our culture and make valuable con-
tributions to American society, busi-
ness, and government. 

It is my hope that strong support for 
this resolution in the Senate will serve 
as a clear goodwill gesture to the peo-
ple of Greece with whom we have en-
joyed such a close bond throughout his-
tory. Similar resolutions have been 
signed into law each of the past several 
years, with overwhelming support in 
both the House of Representatives and 
the Senate. Accordingly, I urge my 
Senate colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this important resolution. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 57—CON-
CERNING THE BICENTENNIAL OF 
THE LEWIS AND CLARK EXPEDI-
TION 
Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. BOND, 

Mr. BURNS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. GORTON, 
Mr. KERREY, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, and Mr. 
REID): submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources: 

S. RES. 57 

Whereas the Expedition commanded by 
Meriwether Lewis and William Clark, which 
came to be called ‘‘The Corps of Discovery’’, 
was one of the most remarkable and produc-
tive scientific and military exploring expedi-
tions in all American history; 

Whereas President Thomas Jefferson gave 
Lewis and Clark the mission to ‘‘. . . explore 
the Missouri River & such principal stream 
of it, as, by its course and communication 
with the waters of the Pacific ocean, wheth-
er the Columbia, Oregon, Colorado or any 
other river may offer the most direct & prac-
ticable water communication across this 
continent for the purposes of commerce. . .’’; 

Whereas the Expedition, in response to 
President Jefferson’s directive, greatly ad-
vanced our geographical knowledge of the 
continent and prepared the way for the ex-
tension of the American fur trade with In-
dian tribes throughout the area; 

Whereas President Jefferson directed the 
explorers to take note of and carefully 
record the natural resources of the newly ac-
quired territory known as Louisiana, as well 
as diligently report on the native inhab-
itants of the land; 

Whereas Lewis and Clark and their com-
panions began their historic journey to ex-
plore the uncharted wilderness west of the 
Mississippi River at Wood River, Illinois on 
May 14, 1804, and followed the Missouri River 
westward from its mouth on the Mississippi 
to its headwaters in the Rocky Mountains; 

Whereas the Expedition spent its first win-
ter at Fort Mandan, North Dakota, crossed 
the Rocky Mountains by horseback in Au-
gust 1805, reached the Pacific Ocean at the 
mouth of the Columbia River in mid-Novem-
ber of that year, and wintered at Fort 
Clatsop, near the present city of Astoria, Or-
egon; 

Whereas the Expedition returned to St. 
Louis, Missouri, on September 23, 1806, after 
a 28-month journey covering 8,000 miles dur-
ing which it traversed 11 future States: Illi-
nois, Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska, Iowa, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, 
Idaho, Washington, and Oregon; 

Whereas the explorers faithfully followed 
the President’s directives and dutifully re-
corded their observations in their detailed 
journals; 

Whereas these journals describe many 
plant and animal species, some completely 
unknown to the world of science or never be-
fore encountered in North America, and 
added greatly to scientific knowledge about 
the flora and fauna of the United States; 

Whereas accounts from the journals of 
Lewis and Clark and the detailed maps that 
were prepared by the Expedition enhanced 
knowledge of the western continent and 
routes for commerce; 

Whereas the journals of Lewis and Clark 
documented diverse American Indian lan-
guages, customs, religious beliefs, and cere-
monies; as Lewis and Clark are important 
figures in American history, so too are Black 
Buffalo, Cameahwait, Sacajawea, Sheheke 
and Watkueis; 

Whereas the Expedition significantly en-
hanced amicable relations between the 
United States and the autonomous Indian 
nations, and the friendship and respect fos-
tered between the Indian tribes and the Ex-
pedition represents the best of diplomacy 
and relationships between divergent nations 
and cultures; 

Whereas the Native American Indian tribes 
of the Northern Plains and the Pacific 
Northwest played an essential role in the 
survival and the success of the Expedition; 

Whereas the Lewis and Clark Expedition 
has been called the most perfect Expedition 
of its kind in the history of the world and 
paved the way for the United States to be-
come a great world power; 

Whereas the President and the Congress 
have previously recognized the importance 
of the Expedition by establishing a 5-year 
commission in 1964 to study its history and 
the route it followed, and again in 1978 by 
designating the route as the Lewis and Clark 
National Historic Trail administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior through the Na-
tional Park Service; and 

Whereas the National Park Service, along 
with other Federal, State, and local agencies 
and many other interested groups are pre-
paring commemorative activities to cele-
brate the bicentennial of the Expedition be-
ginning in 2003: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) expresses its support for the work of the 

National Lewis and Clark Bicentennial 
Council and all the Federal, State, and local 
entities as well as other interested groups 
that are preparing bicentennial activities to 
celebrate the 200th anniversary of the Lewis 
and Clark Expedition during the years 2004 
through 2006; 

(2) expresses its support for the events to 
be held in observance of the Expedition at 
St. Louis, Missouri in 2004 and Bismarck, 
North Dakota in 2005, and many other cities 
during the bicentennial observance; and 

(3) calls upon the President, the Secretary 
of the Interior, the Director of the National 
Park Service, American Indian tribes, other 
public officials, and the citizens of the 
United States to support, promote, and par-
ticipate in the many bicentennial activities 
being planned to commemorate the Lewis 
and Clark Expedition. 

f 

BICENTENNIAL OF THE LEWIS 
AND CLARK EXPEDITION 

∑ Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, today I 
am submitting a Senate resolution to 
focus national attention to the Bicen-
tennial of the Lewis and Clark Expedi-
tion which will be celebrated during 
the years 2003–2005. I am pleased that 
Senators BOND, BURNS, CONRAD, COCH-
RAN, CRAIG, DASCHLE, GORTON, JEF-
FORDS, KERREY, MOSELEY-BRAUN, MUR-
RAY, GORDON SMITH, and REID have 
joined me as cosponsors of this resolu-
tion. 

The Lewis and Clark Expedition is 
one of the most remarkable events in 
our history. In the words of historian 
Paul Cutright, ‘‘the Lewis and Clark 
Expedition stands, incomparably, as 
the transcendent achievement of its 
kind in this hemisphere, if not the en-
tire world.’’ Known as the Corps of Dis-
covery, the expedition traversed a vast 
expanse of largely unknown territory 
that was just added to the United 
States through the Louisiana Pur-
chase. 
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The expedition was conceived by 

Thomas Jefferson at his home in Mon-
ticello, VA. His primary motivation 
was to find a water route to the Pacific 
Ocean for commercial reasons. But 
President Jefferson was interested in 
far more than trade routes. He was 
equally interested in expanding the Na-
tion’s knowledge of the flora, fauna, 
geology, geography, and the native 
peoples who inhabited this vast ex-
panse of unexplored territory that was 
recently added to the United States. He 
specifically instructed Lewis and Clark 
to carefully record what they found. 
The historic Lewis and Clark Journals 
were the result of that Presidential di-
rective. The journals, maps, drawings, 
and specimens which Lewis and Clark 
produced vastly enhanced the Nation’s 
scientific knowledge and created a 
lasting cultural legacy for the Nation. 

During their 28-month journey, the 
expedition crossed 11 future States. All 
along the route—from St. Louis, MO, 
to Mandan, ND, to Fort Clatsop, OR— 
preparations are already underway to 
celebrate this epic exploration. The 
National Lewis and Clark Bicentennial 
Council was formed to stimulate and 
coordinate bicentennial activities 
across the Nation. Its mission is ‘‘to 
commemorate that journey, rekindle 
its spirit of discovery, and acclaim the 
contributions and goodwill of the na-
tive peoples.’’ In cooperation with, 
Federal, State, tribal, and local gov-
ernments as well as other interested 
groups, the council will undertake edu-
cational programs, re-enactments of 
historical events, essay competitions, 
symposia, athletic events, and other 
commemorative activities in observ-
ances of the bicentennial of this his-
toric journey. 

I hope this resolution will help to 
focus public attention on this great 
American adventure and its remark-
able achievements. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 58—REL-
ATIVE TO THE TREATY OF MU-
TUAL COOPERATION AND SECU-
RITY BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND JAPAN 

Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. THOMAS, 
Mr. MACK, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations: 

S. RES. 58 

Whereas, the Senate finds that the Treaty 
of Mutual Cooperation and Security Between 
the United States of America and Japan is 
critical to the security interests of the 
United States, Japan and the countries of 
the Asian Pacific region; 

Whereas, the security relationship between 
the United States and Japan is the founda-
tion for the security strategy of the United 
States in the Asia-Pacific region; 

Whereas, strong security ties between the 
two countries provide a key stabilizing influ-
ence in an uncertain post-Cold War world; 

Whereas, this bilateral security relation-
ship makes it possible for the United States 
and Japan to preserve their interests in the 
Asia-Pacific region; 

Whereas, forward-deployed forces of the 
United States are welcomed by allies of the 
United States in the region because such 
forces are critical for maintaining stability 
in the Asia-Pacific region; 

Whereas, regional stability has under-
girded economic growth and prosperity in 
the Asia-Pacific region; 

Whereas, the recognition by allies of the 
United States of the importance of United 
States armed forces for security in the Asia- 
Pacific region confers on the United States 
irreplaceable good will and diplomatic influ-
ence in that region; 

Whereas, Japan’s host nation support is a 
key element in the ability of the United 
States to maintain forward-deployed forces 
in that country; 

Whereas, the Governments of the United 
States and Japan, in the Special Action 
Committee on Okinawa Final Report issued 
by the U.S.-Japan Security Consultative 
Committee estalished by the two countries, 
have made commitments to reducing the 
burdens of United States forces on the people 
of Okinawa; 

Whereas, such commitments will maintain 
the operational capability and readiness of 
United States forces; 

Whereas, the people of Okinawa have borne 
a disproportionate share of the burdens of 
United States military bases in Japan; and 

Whereas, gaining the understanding and 
support of the people of Okinawa in fulfilling 
these commitments is crucial to effective 
implementation of the Treaty; 

Now, therefore, it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that: 

(1) the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and 
Security Between the United States of 
America and Japan remains vital to the se-
curity interests of the United States and 
Japan, as well as the security interests of 
the countries of the Asia-Pacific region; and 

(2) the people of Okinawa deserve special 
recognition and gratitude for their contribu-
tions toward ensuring the Treaty’s imple-
mentation and regional peace and stability. 

∑ Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise 
today on behalf of myself and Senators 
THOMAS, MACK, and ROCKEFELLER to 
submit a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion expressing our gratitude to the 
Okinawan people for their contribu-
tions toward ensuring the viability of 
the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and 
Security between the United States of 
America and Japan. My friend and col-
league, Rep. LEE HAMILTON, is submit-
ting a similar resolution in the House 
of Representatives today. 

Mr. President, the Security Treaty 
forms the core of our bilateral security 
arrangements with Japan and of our 
overall security strategy for the Asia 
Pacific region. Those arrangements 
have helped provide the peace and sta-
bility that have undergirded the re-
gion’s economic success—from which 
the United States has benefitted di-
rectly. 

To help ensure the viability of the 
Treaty, this past December, the United 
States and Japan agreed on terms to 
return roughly 20 percent of the land 
used by the American military. The 
Special Action Committee on Okinawa 
Final Report issued by the United 
States–Japan Security Consultative 
Committee sets out timetables for the 
return of the land. It also calls for 
training and operational procedures 
aimed at lessening the intrusiveness of 

American forces in Okinawa and im-
provements in certain procedures of 
the Status of Forces Agreement. 

Even with the coming changes, Japan 
will continue to provide our forces 
based in that country with significant 
amounts of host nation support. And 
no one in Japan shoulders a more dis-
proportionate share of that burden 
than the people of Okinawa. 

For their many contributions to the 
United States-Japan relationship and 
the peace and stability of all the Asia 
Pacific region, the Okinawan people 
justly deserve our recognition and our 
sincerest thanks. That is precisely 
what this resolution does. But it also 
goes further: the resolution makes it 
clear that the continued support of the 
Okinawan people is crucial if we are to 
maintain a bilateral relationship that 
serves both our countries’ interests, as 
well as those of the Asia Pacific and 
the entire world. 

In light of the need for the support 
and understanding of the Okinawan 
people, and of the prefecture’s con-
tinuing economic problems, I hope the 
Government of Japan gives serious 
consideration to some of the ideas that 
have been circulating on making the 
prefecture into a bastion of free trade 
and investment. The surest cure for 
Okinawa’s economic ills is a dose of 
fundamental market reform. 

Mr. President, I submitted a similar 
resolution at the end of the 104th Con-
gress. While that resolution was 
cleared for passage, Congress adjourned 
before we could take the measure up 
for final consideration. Because of the 
importance of the United States–Japan 
relationship, I urge all my colleagues 
to join me in making passage of this 
resolution possible this year.∑ 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LAND 

MANAGEMENT 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President I would 

like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that a series 
of five workshops have been scheduled 
before the Subcommittee on Forests 
and Public Land Management to ex-
change ideas and suggestions on the 
proposed ‘‘Public Land Management 
Responsibility and Accountability Res-
toration Act.’’ 

The first workshop will take place on 
Tuesday, February 25, beginning at 2:30 
p.m. in room 366 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. The topic for this 
workshop will be titles I (part A), III, 
and V focusing on how we would re-
structure the resource management 
planning, eco-region planning, and Re-
source Planning Act systems. 

The second workshop will take place 
on Wednesday, February 26, beginning 
at 2:30 p.m. in room 366 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building. The topic for 
this workshop will be subpart B title II 
which addresses changes to administra-
tive appeals and judicial review proce-
dures. 

The third workshop will take place 
on Wednesday, March 5, beginning at 
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2:30 p.m. in room 366 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building. The topic for 
this workshop will deal with adminis-
trative and related provisions of title 
IV. 

The fourth workshop will take place 
on Thursday, March 6, beginning at 2:30 
p.m. in room 366 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. The topic of this work-
shop will be mechanisms for transfer of 
management responsibility of Federal 
lands to the States in Title VI. 

The fifth and final workshop will 
take place on Tuesday, March 25, in the 
State of Idaho. The exact time and 
place have not been determined, but 
will be announced in a subsequent no-
tice. This workshop will deal with title 
II, which addresses coordination and 
compliance with other environmental 
laws. 

Testimony at these workshops is by 
invitation only. They are open to the 
public and the press. For further infor-
mation please write to the Sub-
committee on Forests and Public Land 
Management, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 20510 or call Mark Rey or Judy 
Brown of the subcommittee staff at 
(202)–224–6170. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I wish to 

announce that the Committee on Small 
Business will hold a hearing on Feb-
ruary 27, 1997, entitled ‘‘S. 208, The 
HUBZone Act of 1997.’’ The hearing will 
begin at 9:30 a.m. in room 428A of the 
Russell Senate Office Building. 

For further information, please con-
tact Paul Cooksey at 224–5175. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Thursday, 
February 13, 1997, at 9 a.m. in SR–328A 
to discuss reform to the Commodity 
Exchange Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet at 10 a.m. on Thursday, 
February 13, 1997, in open session, to 
receive testimony on the Defense au-
thorization request for the fiscal year 
1998 and the future years Defense Pro-
gram. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee to 
meet on Thursday, February 13, at 1:45 
p.m. for a business meeting, for the 
purpose of considering issuance of sub-
poenas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee to 
meet on Thursday, February 13, at 2 
p.m. for a hearing on S. 207, the Cor-
porate Subsidy Reform Commission 
Act of 1997. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the full 
Committee on Finance be permitted to 
meet to conduct a hearing on Thurs-
day, February 13, 1997, beginning at 10 
a.m. in room 215–Dirksen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate Finance Committee be permitted 
to meet to conduct a hearing on Thurs-
day, February 13, 1997, beginning at 1 
p.m. in room 215–Dirksen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, February 13, 1997, 
at 8 a.m. to hold a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration be 
authorized to meet during the session 
on Thursday, February 13, 1997 at 9:30 
a.m. in SR–301 to mark up the recur-
ring budgets contained in the Omnibus 
Committee Funding Resolution for 1997 
and 1998. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INTRASTRUCTURE 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure be granted permission to 
conduct a hearing Thursday, February 
13, at 2 p.m., hearing room (SD–406), on 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act and Transportation 
trends, infrastructure funding require-
ments, and transportation’s impact on 
the economy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

EULOGY TO PRESIDENT 
WASHINGTON 

∑ Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask that 
a eulogy written in honor of President 
George Washington be printed in the 
RECORD in recognition of President’s 
Day on Monday, February 17. My con-
stituents from Cocolalla, ID, brought 

this piece to my attention, and I be-
lieve it is an appropriate tribute to our 
first President. 

The eulogy follows: 
Washington, 
The Defender of his Country, 
The Founder of Liberty, 
The Friend of Man 
History and Tradition are explored in vain 
For a Parallel to his Character. 
In the Annals of Modern Greatness 
He stands alone, 
And the noblest Names of Antiquity 
Lose their Lustre in his Presence. 

Born the Benefactor of Mankind, 
He was signally Endowed with all the Quali-

ties 
Appropriate to his Illustrious Career, 
Nature made him great, 
And, Heaven-directed, 
He made himself Virtuous. 

Called by his Country to the Defence of her 
Soil, 

And the Vindication of her Liberties, 
He led to the Field 
Her Patriot Armies; 
And, displaying in rapid and brilliant succes-

sion 
The United Powers 
Of Consummate Prudence and Heroic Valor, 
He triumphed in Arms 
Over the most powerful Nation of Modern 

Europe; 
His Sword giving Freedom to America, 
His Counsels breathing Peace to the World. 

After a short repose 
From the tumultuous Vicissitudes 
Of a sanguinary War, 
The astounding Energies of 
Washington 
Were again destined to a New Course 
Of Glory and Usefulness. 

The Civic Wreath 
Was spontaneously placed 
By the Gratitude of the Nation 
On the Brow of the Deliverer of his Country. 
He was twice solemnly invested 
With the Powers of Supreme Magistracy, 
By the Unanimous Voice of 
A Free People; 
And in his Exalted and Arduous Station, 
His Wisdom in the Cabinet 
Transcended the Glories of the Field. 

The Destinies of Washington 
Were now complete. 
Having passed the Meridian of a Devoted 

Life, 
Having founded on the Pillars 
Of National Independence 
The Splendid Fabric 
Of a Great Republic, 
And having firmly Established 
The Empire of the West, 
He solemnly deposited on the Altar of his 

Country 
His Laurels and his Sword, 
And retired to the Shades 
Of Private Life. 
A Spectacle so New and so Sublime, 
Was contemplated by Mankind 
With the Profoundest Admiration; 
And the Name of Washington, 
Adding new Lustre to Humanity, 
Resounded 
To the remotest Regions of the Earth. 

Magnanimous in Youth, 
Glorious through Life, 
Great in Death, 
His highest Ambition 
The Happiness of Mankind, 
His noblest Victory 
The Conquest of Himself. 
Bequeathing to America 
The Inheritance of his Fame, 
And building his Monument 
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In the Hearts of his Countrymen, 
He Lived, 
The Ornament of the Eighteenth Century; 
He Died, 
Lamented by a Mourning World.∑ 

f 

HONORING GWENDOLYN BROOKS 

∑ Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, tomorrow evening, Howard Uni-
versity will be honoring and cele-
brating one of our Nation’s most treas-
ured poets, Gwendolyn Brooks. There, 
they will highlight her lifetime of ac-
complishment: Many awards, over 70 
honorary degrees, and her status both 
as the first black Pulitzer Prize winner 
and Poet Laureate of Illinois. I would 
like to take a moment to add a few 
words of my own to the many that will 
be saluting her tomorrow. 

Like myself, Miss Brooks grew up on 
the south side of Chicago and attended 
Chicago public schools. Her parents 
loved literature and nurtured her early 
talent. She published her first poem 
when she was 11, and the world of po-
etry was forever changed. Her work 
gave voice to an entire class of people 
who had not yet been heard, and who 
had so much to say. 

Her poetry has a soul of its own, 
sometimes whimsical, sometimes 
mournful, but always full of truth, and 
beauty. She writes of love and life and 
loss and liberty and lunacy and lacera-
tion. Her work is often provocative, 
and always inspirational. One of her 
most clever poems challenges its read-
ers, shaking them out of complacence, 
preventing them from passively enjoy-
ing her art: 
A poem doesn’t do everything for you. 
You are supposed to go on with your think-

ing. 
You are supposed to enrich the other per-

son’s poem with your extensions, 
your uniquely personal understandings, 
thus making the poem serve you. 

However, Gwendolyn Brooks doesn’t 
merely challenge readers, she chal-
lenges writers. For more than half a 
century, she has dedicated herself to 
nurturing the talent of young writers 
through her teaching. She sponsors an-
nual poetry contests, using her own 
money for cash prizes. She is as gen-
erous with her time as her money, dis-
pensing advice and answering questions 
posed by aspiring writers. 

Gwendolyn Brooks is not only one of 
America’s greatest poets and a living 
legend, but an inspiration to many, 
myself included. One of the highlights 
of the day I was sworn in as a Senator 
4 years ago was her reading of Aurora 
to me. Her words from that day live on 
in me as they do in anyone who has 
ever heard her speak.∑ 

f 

FEDERAL SURPLUS PROPERTY 
DONATION ACT 

∑ Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak about S. 307, the Federal 
Surplus Property Donations Act intro-
duced earlier in the week by Senators 
LUGAR, HARKIN, LEAHY, and myself. 

This legislation will enable food 
banks and other charities, which pri-
marily serve low-income persons, to re-
ceive surplus Federal property such as 
computers, office furniture, copiers, 
warehouse equipment, and trucks. 
Items like these are often not available 
because of their expense. Such equip-
ment can contribute to efficient and ef-
fective food bank operations. 

I want to thank Second Harvest, 
Habitat for Humanity, and other major 
charities which serve needy families 
and children every day for their sup-
port of this legislation and their com-
mitment in responding to hunger in 
our communities. 

Mr. President, Second Harvest and 
Habitat for Humanity work with food 
banks serving all 50 States and Puerto 
Rico. In my home State of Kentucky, 
this legislation will assist Dare to Care 
Food Bank in Louisville, God’s Pantry 
Food Bank in Lexington, and Kentucky 
Food Bank in Elizabethtown in access-
ing Federal surplus property. 

This is a modest but important bill. 
It can make a real difference in the 
lives of those who are served by these 
valuable programs. 

I urge my colleagues to support both 
this legislation and the food banks 
across the country that serve needy 
families and children.∑ 

f 

GAO’S REPORT ON THE IMPACT OF 
THE YEAR 2000 PROBLEM 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, we 
are now at the height of a contentious 
debate on whether or not Social Secu-
rity payments will be made in the 21st 
century if we pass the balanced budget 
amendment. The question is moot. 

According to a report released yes-
terday by the General Accounting Of-
fice [GAO], come January 1, 2000, the 
‘‘Year 2000 Computer Problem’’ will 
render all Social Security funds im-
pounded. On the first day of the new 
millennium thousands of computer sys-
tems at the Social Security Adminis-
tration as well as all the other Federal 
Agencies—Defense included—could 
malfunction. 

It is February 13, 1997; we have 1,051 
days remaining until January 1, 2000. 
Not only does the Year 2000 Computer 
Problem render our balanced budget 
debate moot, but its extent and impact 
will have consequences unseen in his-
tory. I have introduced a bill, S. 22, 
that would set up a commission to ad-
dress the problem. This issue should be 
the No. 1 priority of the Governmental 
Affairs Committee, and of the 105th 
Congress. 

If this matter lingers unaddressed, I 
can only imagine what else besides So-
cial Security will fail in our computer- 
dependent society.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO UTAH’S MOTHER OF 
THE YEAR 

∑ Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Sybil Shumway 
Stewart, Utah’s 1996 Mother of the 

Year. I want to recognize her for the 
decades of service to her community, 
her church, and her family. We have 
been proud to have her represent our 
State this past year. 

Sybil Shumway was born in Trenton, 
UT, on April 1, 1920, the youngest of 
four daughters, raised under the most 
humble of circumstances during the 
Great Depression. Sybil’s father was a 
schoolteacher who taught in Cache 
County schools and was respected 
throughout the community. From the 
earliest age, her parents instilled in 
her the fundamental values of hard 
work, honesty and integrity, sacrifice 
and service. 

As a student in junior high school, 
Sybil recalls her civics teacher detail-
ing the rise of Hitler and Nazi Germany 
and subsequently learned to cherish 
and value the freedoms many of us 
often take for granted. She committed 
herself at that time to serving her 
community and country. She also rec-
ognized the importance that she teach 
her own children to cherish these same 
values. 

Sybil graduated from Logan High 
School and Utah State University in 
1942. Her desire to give something back 
to her community led her to pursue an 
occupation as a schoolteacher. While 
she only taught for a short while, she 
sees many of her students today. Her 
students never fail to express their ap-
preciation for the skills they learned in 
her home economics class. 

On Valentine’s Day 1943, Sybil Shum-
way received an engagement ring in 
the mail from a young Army Air Corps 
lieutenant named Boyd Stewart, whom 
she had dated in college. They were 
married on May 21, 1943, while Boyd 
was home on weekend leave. They em-
barked on their life together and left 
that night for Randolph Field in Texas 
where Boyd was stationed as a flight 
instructor. After 20-plus years of Air 
Force duty and more than 30 years of 
running two farms, their marriage is 
still going strong almost 54 years later. 

Sybil and Boyd raised 10 children; 6 
boys and 4 girls. They taught their 
children the value of hard work and 
service to their fellow men. They in-
stilled in each of them a love of God, 
country, community, and family. Sybil 
and Boyd’s children went on to become 
schoolteachers, government adminis-
trators, successful business owners, 
elected officials, community activists, 
farmers, Scout leaders, a published au-
thor, and a world record holder. Five of 
their six sons served in our Nation’s 
Armed Forces. Four of those sons 
served as missionaries for their church. 
Most important, following the example 
of their mother, those 10 children are 
now devoted parents to 41 grand-
children and 8 great-grandchildren. In-
deed, Sybil’s legacy and example will 
live on for generations to come. 

In our world today, success is unfor-
tunately often measured by great 
wealth, an expensive education, and 
the recognition and honors of men. 
Sybil Stewart has proven that the 
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1 During an enforcement investigation, however, 
an accounting firm provided certain information 
and requested that it be deemed to be submitted 
under section 10A. 

greatest success one can have is within 
the walls of their own home. I con-
gratulate her on the completion of her 
term as Utah’s 1996 Mother of the Year. 
I know that to her family however, she 
will always be the Mother of the Year.∑ 

f 

AUDITOR RESPONSIBILITIES 
UNDER THE 1995 PRIVATE SECU-
RITIES LITIGATION REFORM ACT 

∑ Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, when a 
certified public accountant provides an 
opinion on a company’s financial state-
ments, investors and consumers rely on 
that statement. This role is vital to 
the efficient workings of our capital 
markets, which are the envy of the 
world. To keep our markets the best, 
investors must have confidence in 
them. That is why I have worked over 
the years for stronger rules to protect 
investors from corporate fraud. 

In recent years, corporate fraud has 
been perpetrated in the health care 
arena, military contracting and in the 
savings and loan fiasco, costing tax-
payers billions of dollars. As a Member 
of the House and as a new Senator, I 
have worked to put in place clear pro-
cedures for early detection of fraud and 
illegal acts so as to protect the public 
from huge losses of their hard-earned 
tax dollars. 

To strengthen the fight against 
fraud, I worked as part of a bipartisan 
coalition that was successful in adding 
a new Section 10A to the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934. I wish to take a mo-
ment today to update my colleagues on 
the status of that section’s implemen-
tation. 

Since the enactment of this law in 
December 1995, I have been interested 
in how the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC) and the accounting 
industry would respond to the new re-
quirements and the spirit of the law. I 
am pleased that both the industry and 
the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion have taken positive steps to as-
sure that both the letter and the spirit 
of the law are fully adhered to. Within 
the industry, I would note that the 
American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants (AICPA) last year issued a 
revised statement of Auditing Stand-
ards (SAS) Number 82 ‘‘Consideration 
of Fraud in a Financial Statement 
Audit.’’ The new SAS supersedes State-
ment of Auditing Standards (SAS) 
Number 53 relating to ‘‘The Auditor’s 
Responsibility to Detect and Report 
Errors and Irregularities.’’ The pre-
vious AICPA Statement of Auditing 
Standards Number 53 required auditors 
to report errors and irregularities. The 
new SAS takes an important step for-
ward by making clear for the first time 
an auditor’s responsibility to detect 
material fraud in financial statements 
and by offering various fraud risk fac-
tors to be considered in planning and 
performing all audits. The new revised 
SAS, read in conjunction with the 
AICPA’s SAS Number 54 relating to an 
auditor’s responsibility to detect ille-
gal acts, is not only consistent with 

Section 10A but also promotes the in-
tent of that provision to put proce-
dures in place to help detect fraud 
early. 

To date, the SEC has only limited ex-
perience with Section 10A because it 
becomes effective in two stages. For 
companies that file selected quarterly 
financial data with the SEC, Section 
10A applies to annual reports for fiscal 
years beginning on or after January 1, 
1996. For companies that do not file 
these reports, the provision applies to 
annual reports for fiscal years begin-
ning on or after January 1, 1997. Many 
financial reports are filed at the end of 
the calendar year, meaning that most 
company audits for the 1996 fiscal year 
have not yet been completed. The SEC 
has assured me that it will evaluate 
and report on its experience with im-
plementation of Section 10A in a time-
ly manner. 

In addition, I wrote SEC Chairman 
Arthur Levitt seeking his views on 
whether the AICPA’s new SAS Number 
82 and existing SAS 54 relating to ille-
gal acts are consistent with the pur-
pose and intent of Section 10A. In his 
reply, Chairman Levitt states: ‘‘We be-
lieve that both these standards im-
prove the ability of auditors to detect 
management fraud and are consistent 
with the purposes of Section 10A.’’ 

Mr. President, the vast majority of 
accountants are honest, capable profes-
sionals. The number of audit failures is 
actually quite low compared to the 
amount of work they do. The AICPA’s 
new revised SAS No. 82 and section 10A 
are added protection for investors and 
corporations against such failures. 

I am pleased with both the work of 
the AICPA in clarifying the role of 
auditors in detecting fraudulent acts 
and with Chairman Levitt’s reply as-
suring us that the SEC and AICPA pro-
cedures should work well together to 
promote the early detection of cor-
porate fraud. 

I submit for the RECORD my letter to 
SEC Chairman Levitt and his reply of 
January 31, 1997, and ask that they be 
printed. 

The material follows: 
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, DC, January 10, 1997. 
Hon. ARTHUR LEVITT, Jr., 
Chairman, Securities and Exchange Commis-

sion, Washington, DC.0 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to seek 

your views as Chairman of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission on the status of im-
plementation of Section 10A of the Private 
Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995 and 
particularly the relationship between Sec-
tion 10A and the American Institute of Cer-
tified public Accountants’ (AICPA) revised 
Statement of Auditing Standards (SAS) 
Number 53 relating to fraud. 

As the sponsor of Section 10A of the legis-
lation, my goal was to clarify the auditor’s 
role in detecting fraud in financial state-
ments and to put in place clear procedures 
for early detection of fraud and illegal acts 
so as to avoid the need for strike suits in the 
first place. I would appreciate your views on 
whether the AICPA’s revised SAS 53 and ex-
isting SAS 54 relating to illegal acts are con-
sistent with the purpose and intent of Sec-
tion 10A in seeking early detection of illegal 

acts that are material to the financial state-
ments being audited. I would also appreciate 
knowing whether you have encountered any 
problems in implementing and enforcing the 
requirements of new Section 10A. 

I look forward to your prompt response to 
this request. 

Sincerely, 
RON WYDEN, 

U.S. Senator. 

SECURITIES AND 
EXCHANGE COMMISSION, 

Washington, DC, January 31, 1997. 
Hon. RON WYDEN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WYDEN: Thank you for your 
letter seeking information on the implemen-
tation of section 10A of the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934, which was adopted as 
Title III of the Private Securities Litigation 
Reform Act of 1995. 

In connection with this legislation, the 
American Institute of Certified Public Ac-
countants (AICPA) revised SAS No. 53, enti-
tled ‘‘The Auditor’s Responsibility to Detect 
and Report Errors and Irregularities.’’ To 
implement the reporting provisions of sec-
tion 10A(b), the Commission issued proposed 
rules, a copy of which are enclosed. Final ac-
tion is expected soon. 

The AICPA’s revised standard clearly re-
quires auditors to assess the risk of material 
misstatements in financial statements due 
to fraud. In discharging this duty, auditors 
must consider various fraud risk factors in 
planning and performing the audit. It also 
requires that working papers document both 
the auditor’s assessment of those risk fac-
tors and any responsive action taken. 

Additional guidance for auditors dis-
charging their responsibilities under section 
10A(a) is found in existing SAS No. 54, since 
this standard is not limited to fraudulent 
conduct. SAS No. 54, as you know, served as 
a template in drafting certain provisions of 
section 10A. We believe that both these 
standards improve the ability of auditors to 
detect management fraud and are consistent 
with the purposes of section 10A. 

The Commission’s experiences under sec-
tion 10A have been limited due to the provi-
sion’s relatively recent effectiveness.1 Sec-
tion 10A becomes effective in two stages, de-
pending on whether a company files selected 
quarterly financial data with the SEC. For 
those companies who file this information, 
the provision applies to annual reports for 
fiscal years beginning on or after January 1, 
1996. For companies who do not file these re-
ports, the provision applies to annual reports 
for fiscal years beginning on or after Janu-
ary 1, 1997. Since most companies file at cal-
endar year-end, the audit for the 1996 fiscal 
year for most companies has not yet been 
completed. 

After we have had time to evaluate our ex-
periences for this period, we would be pleased 
to furnish you with additional information. 
Thank you again for your continuing inter-
est in these important issues. 

Sincerely, 
ARTHUR LEVITT.∑ 

f 

ROGERS H. CLARK 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 

rise today to congratulate Mr. Rogers 
H. Clark, the president of Sampson- 
Bladen Oil Co., Inc., on his recent elec-
tion as president of the Petroleum 
Marketers Association of 
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America [PMAA]. Rogers is a true lead-
er who will bring decades of experience 
and insight to this important position, 
all to the benefit of our Nation’s inde-
pendent petroleum marketers, whose 
interests the PMAA represent. 

Rogers graduated from East Carolina 
University with a degree in business 
education. He joined the U.S. Army Na-
tional Guard, contributing his spare 
time to our community and State until 
he retired. He was a Sunday school- 
teacher and was a chairman of the 
Board of Deacons in the First Baptist 
Church. He is also a past president of 
the Clinton [NC] Rotary Club, and a re-
cipient of the Silver Beaver Award 
from the Boy Scouts of America. He 
served on the advisory boards of sev-
eral local financial institutions, and he 
presently serves on the board of trust-
ees for Meredith College in Raleigh. 

In addition to running the Sampson- 
Bladen Oil Co. in Clinton, Rogers is the 
president and CEO of Waccamaw 
Transport, which brings petroleum 
products to the people of Virginia and 
the Carolinas. 

Rogers is not new to PMAA. He has 
just completed a term as the associa-
tion’s senior vice president. He also 
served as president of the North Caro-
lina Petroleum Marketers Association 
and received that group’s esteemed 
Will Parker Memorial Award. 

I am pleased to offer this tribute to 
my friend and fellow citizen of Clinton. 
I am sure that his family is very proud 
of this latest of so many accomplish-
ments. 

f 

ENHANCING THE COMPETITIVE-
NESS OF CHICAGO FUTURES EX-
CHANGES: IMPORTANT FOR ILLI-
NOIS AND AMERICA 

∑ Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Monday, February 10, 1997, 
Chicago Tribune contained an editorial 
entitled: ‘‘Nurturing Chicago’s Ex-
changes.’’ The editorial, talking about 
the Chicago Board of Trade, the Chi-
cago Mercantile Exchange, and the 
Chicago Board of Options Exchange, 
made the point that: 
the Chicago exchanges’ global market share 
in future and options plunged from 60 per-
cent in 1987 to 31 percent in 1995. The busi-
ness is going overseas, where regulatory 
costs are lower, and off exchanges, where 
banks and other companies can engineer in-
novative contracts in a day or two without 
government approval. 

The Tribune had it exactly right. As 
in so many other areas of financial pol-
icy, the law has not kept up with eco-
nomic reality. The world has changed. 
There is a revolution underway in fi-
nance, and, if the United States sits 
back and ignores the new realities of 
the marketplace, the result will be to 
seriously damage American financial 
marketplaces vis-a-vis their global 
competition, and to increasingly warp 
and distort the competition between 
and among various American financial 
markets. 

We must respond; we must respond 
vigorously; and we must respond now. 

Chicago’s future and option exchanges 
are an American treasure; their inno-
vations literally created this industry 
and are in no small part responsible for 
American leadership in finance. And 
the creativity of the Chicago ex-
changes has had a huge pay off for the 
Chicago area. As the Tribune editorial 
pointed out: 
the commodities and securities businesses 
have been strong job machines here, ac-
counting for 50,000 direct jobs and total em-
ployment of 151,500, up 31 percent from a dec-
ade ago. The industry also keeps about $35 
billion in Chicago banks. 

It is imperative, therefore, that we 
act quickly to reauthorize the Com-
modity Futures Trading Act as quickly 
as possible, and that we do so in a way 
that enhances the ability of the Amer-
ican futures and options industry to 
meet both their less regulated competi-
tion here in the United States, and 
their evermore formidable competition 
abroad. I intend to work for quick en-
actment of the legislation put forward 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee, Sen-
ator LUGAR. I urge my colleagues to 
join me, and to ensure that a procom-
petitive, commonsense approach that 
allows the futures exchanges to meet 
and compete with all comers passes 
this body before the snow melts in Illi-
nois. 

Mr. President, I ask that the full text 
of the Tribune editorial be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Chicago Tribune Feb. 10, 1997] 

NURTURING CHICAGO’S EXCHANGES 
The Chicago Board of Trade will soon inau-

gurate a new $182 million trading floor, 
which will triple its space and seemingly 
prepare the nation’s oldest futures exchange 
for continued growth into the 21st Century. 

Instead of celebrating, however, Board of 
Trade honchos are bemoaning their inability 
to compete against foreign exchanges and 
bankers who sell customized financial prod-
ucts in largely unregulated, off-exchange 
markets. 

Indeed, unless the CBOT can create innova-
tive products and lower costs to attract new 
customers, and unless it can get fair regu-
latory treatment from Washington, the new 
floor may turn out to be a monument to the 
past, not a springboard to the future. 

CBOT leaders are confident they can in-
vent new contracts and a joint committee of 
the Board of Trade and the Chicago Mer-
cantile Exchange is working on cutting 
costs. (That group should push for consolida-
tion of the two exchanges’ clearing oper-
ations.) 

But Congress also needs to update the 
Commodity Exchange Act to reflect the re-
alities of today’s financial markets. If it 
doesn’t, Chicago will quickly lose its place 
as the world’s center for managing financial 
risk. 

That would be a severe blow to the city. 
According to a recent study the commodities 
and securities businesses have been strong 
job machines here, accounting for 50,000 di-
rect jobs and total employment of 151,500 up 
38 percent from a decade ago. The industry 
also keeps about $35 billion in Chicago 
banks. 

Despite all that, the Chicago exchanges’ 
global market share in futures and options 
plunged from 60 percent in 1987 to 31 percent 

in 1995. The business is going overseas, where 
regulatory costs are lower, and off ex-
changes, where banks and other companies 
can engineer innovative contracts in a day 
or two without government approval. The 
Board of Trade must wait six months to get 
a new contract approved. 

That and other rules were enacted years 
ago, when most customers of the exchanges 
were farmers using futures to hedge against 
swings in crop prices. Today 95 percent of the 
trades are between large financial institu-
tions and professional investors, who are in-
terested in efficiency, not government pro-
tection. 

Senate Agriculture Committee Chairman 
Richard Lugar of Indiana has introduced a 
bill to speed approval of new contracts and 
require regulators to do cost-benefit anal-
yses before imposing new rules. It also would 
continue to deny commodity regulators au-
thority to oversee off-exchange trades—a 
step the Treasury Department strongly sup-
ports. 

But Lugar’s bill would give the Chicago ex-
changes a chance to compete on an equal 
footing in the ‘‘professional’’ markets by al-
lowing unregulated products for institu-
tional customers to be developed while still 
insisting on protection for small retail cus-
tomers. 

It carefully balances the need to safeguard 
individual investors with the need to free the 
exchanges to compete in global markets. A 
similar House bill has been proposed by Rep. 
Tom Ewing (R-Ill.). Congress must debate 
these measures, reconcile and then pass 
them if Chicago is to have the chance to pre-
serve its global leadership in financial risk 
management.∑ 

f 

LOCKWOOD GREENE DONATES 
RARE ARCHITECTURAL DRAW-
INGS TO THE SMITHSONIAN 

∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, today 
I recognize Lockwood Greene, and its 
chairman, Donald R. Lugar, for the 
company’s donation of 5,000 original 
engineering drawings to the 
Smithsonian’s National Museum of 
American History. 

The Lockwood Greene Collection 
dates to the mid-1800’s and is the larg-
est single holding of early American 
engineering and architectural draw-
ings. The drawings offer a window into 
the U.S. industrial history and the 
changes that occurred with the har-
nessing of electricity and the invention 
of the automobile. 

The donated drawings, mostly on 
linen using India ink and still in mint 
condition, reveal the skills and talent 
of 19th and early 20th century 
draftsmen. They document information 
unrecorded elsewhere such as: The first 
application of electric drive to an 1893 
manufacturing operation in Columbia, 
SC; modifications providing for the 
transition from horse and buggy to 
automobile to the important east west 
route, the Lincoln Highway in Lake 
County, IN; designs for WWII era radio 
stations; and drawings of the 
Androscoggin textile mill in Lewiston, 
ME, from the 1890’s depicting power 
transmission through the factory prior 
to the introduction of electricity. 

The official ceremony for the dona-
tion will take place at the 
Smithsonian’s Ceremonial Court Hall 
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on February 19, 1997. Museum officials 
are delighted by the gift and they have 
begun compiling a computerized index 
of them. 

I congratulate Lockwood Greene’s 
generous decision to make this price-
less gift to the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, thus securing it for future genera-
tions. Lockwood Greene, one of the 
country’s most prominent consulting, 
design, and construction firms, was 
founded in New England in 1832 and is 
now headquartered in Spartanburg, 
SC.∑ 

f 

NEED FOR CHILD SAFETY LOCKS 
ON AMERICAN-MADE HANDGUNS 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I wish to 
call to the attention of the Senate a 
terrible tragedy that occurred yester-
day in Bridgeport, CT. The death of 8- 
year-old Tynisha Gathers demonstrates 
once again the need for child safety 
locks on American-made handguns. 

Yesterday, Tynisha was playing at 
her grandmother’s house when one of 
her friends found a small 38-caliber 
handgun. In the course of acting out a 
scene from a popular movie, Tynisha 
was shot in the forehead and killed. 
Her 10-year-old playmate has been 
charged with manslaughter. If the 
handgun used to kill Tynisha Gathers 
included adequate safety features, this 
tragedy could have been prevented. 

I have introduced legislation to re-
quire all American-made handguns to 
meet the same quality and safety 
standards currently required of im-
ports. President Clinton has recognized 
this crisis, calling in his State of the 
Union Address for Congress to pass leg-
islation requiring ‘‘child safety locks 
on handguns to prevent unauthorized 
use.’’ 

Mr. President, I urge all Senators to 
read this Associated Press story about 
the tragic death of Tynisha Gathers 
and consider cosponsoring S. 70. 

I ask that the Associated Press arti-
cle be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
POLICE SAY MOVIE LINKED TO FATAL 

SHOOTING OF YOUNG GIRL 

(By Brigitte Greenberg) 

BRIDGEPORT, CT.—A movie that authori-
ties have linked to shootings in California 
and Missouri apparently instigated a fatal 
shooting of an 8-year-old girl here, police 
said. 

Tynisha Gathers was shot in the forehead 
as she and other children imitated scenes 
from the movie ‘‘Set It Off,’’ police said 
Wednesday. The little girl was shot by one of 
three other children playing with a small 
pistol a .380-caliber semiautomatic handgun, 
police said. 

Detectives were investigating how the chil-
dren got access to the weapon, said police 
Capt. John Donovan. A 10-year-old girl was 
taken into custody and charged with man-
slaughter. 

The shooting occurred after the four chil-
dren watched a videotape of the movie Tues-
day evening, police said. Donovan said the 
tape apparently was a bootleg copy; the film, 
which arrived in theaters in November, is 
not yet in video stores. 

The children said they were replaying a 
scene from the movie, said police Lt. Frank 
Resta. 

The suspect was taken to a juvenile deten-
tion center, Resta said. 

Donovan was circumspect about the mov-
ie’s impact on the children. 

‘‘I’ll leave that to the sociologists. We have 
charges lodged against a 10-year-old,’’ he 
said. 

Police said the shooting occurred in the 
victim’s grandmother’s house; the grand-
mother was home at the time but was not in 
the room. 

The R-rated ‘‘Set It Off,’’ which features 
rap star Queen Latifah, is about four des-
perate women who go on a bank robbery 
spree. 

Authorities in California and Missouri 
have linked the movie to several shootings. 
The film was canceled at an Independence, 
Mo., theater after a moviegoer fired a gun in-
side a theater. 

In Torrance, Calif., one man was killed 
outside a theater showing the movie and two 
teen-agers were wounded. In Los Angeles, 
three people were injured during a shootout 
between rival gangs inside a theater where 
the film was playing.∑ 

f 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
INDIAN AFFAIRS 

∑ Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, Sen-
ate Standing Rule XXVI requires each 
committee to adopt rules to govern the 
procedures of the committee and to 
publish those rules in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD not later than March 1 
of the first year of each Congress. On 
January 8, 1997, the Committee on In-
dian Affairs held a business meeting 
during which the members of the com-
mittee unanimously adopted rules to 
govern the procedures of the com-
mittee. Consistent with Standing Rule 
XXVI, today I am submitting for print-
ing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a 
copy of the rules of the Senate Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

The rules follow: 
RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

COMMITTEE RULES 

Rule 1. The Standing Rules of the Senate, 
Senate Resolution 4, and the provisions of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended by the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970, to the extent the provisions 
of such Acts are applicable to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs and supplemented by these 
rules, are adopted as the rules of the Com-
mittee. 

MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE 

Rule 2. The Committee shall meet on the 
first Tuesday of each month while the Con-
gress is in session for the purpose of con-
ducting business, unless, for the convenience 
of the Members, the Chairman shall set some 
other day for a meeting. Additional meetings 
may be called by the Chairman as he may 
deem necessary. 

OPEN HEARINGS AND MEETINGS 

Rule 3. Hearings and business meetings of 
the Committee shall be open to the public 
except when the Committee by a majority 
vote orders a closed hearing or meeting. 

HEARING PROCEDURE 

Rule 4(a). Public notice shall be given of 
the date, place, and subject matter of any 
hearing to be held by the Committee at least 
one week in advance of such hearing unless 
the Chairman of the Committee determines 

that the hearing is noncontroversial or that 
special circumstances require expedited pro-
cedures and a majority of the Committee in-
volved concurs. In no case shall a hearing be 
conducted with less than 24 hours notice. 

(b). Each witness who is to appear before 
the Committee shall file with the Com-
mittee, at least 48 hours in advance of the 
hearing, an original and 50 copies of his or 
her written testimony. 

(c). Each Member shall be limited to five 
(5) minutes in questioning of any witness 
until such time as all Members who so desire 
have had an opportunity to question the wit-
ness unless the Committee shall decide oth-
erwise. 

(d). The Chairman and Vice Chairman or 
the Ranking Majority and Minority Members 
present at the hearing may each appoint one 
Committee staff member to question each 
witness. Such staff member may question 
the witness only after all Members present 
have completed their questioning of the wit-
ness or at such other time as the Chairman 
all Vice Chairman or the Ranking Majority 
and Minority Members present may agree. 

BUSINESS MEETING AGENDA 
Rule 5(a). A legislative measure or subject 

shall be included in the agenda of the next 
following business meeting of the Committee 
if a written request by a Member for such in-
clusion have been filed with the Chairman of 
the Committee at least one week prior to 
such meeting. Nothing in this rule shall be 
construed to limit the authority of the 
Chairman of the Committee to include legis-
lative measures or subjects on the Com-
mittee agenda in the absence of such re-
quest. 

(b). Notice of, and the agenda for, any busi-
ness meeting of the Committee shall be pro-
vided to each Member and made available to 
the public at least two days prior to such 
meeting, and no new items may be added 
after the agenda is published except by the 
approval of a majority of the Members of the 
Committee. The Clerk shall promptly notify 
absent Members of any action taken by the 
Committee on matters not included in the 
published agenda. 

QUORUMS 
Rule 6(a). Except as provided in sub-

sections (b) and (c), eight (8) Members shall 
constitute a quorum for the conduct of busi-
ness of the Committee. Consistent with Sen-
ate rules, a quorum is presumed to be 
present unless the absence of a quorum is 
noted by a Member. 

(b). A measure may be ordered reported 
from the Committee unless an objection is 
made by a Member, in which case a recorded 
vote of the Members shall be required. 

(c). One Member shall constitute a quorum 
for the purpose of conducting a hearing or 
taking testimony on any measure before the 
Committee. 

VOTING 
Rule 7(a). A recorded vote of the Members 

shall be taken upon the request of any Mem-
ber. 

(b). Proxy voting shall be permitted on all 
matters, except that proxies may not be 
counted for the purpose of determining the 
presence of a quorum. Unless further limited, 
a proxy shall be exercised only on the date 
for which it is given and upon the terms pub-
lished in the agenda for that date. 
SWORN TESTIMONY AND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

Rule 8. Witnesses in committee hearings 
may be required to give testimony under 
oath whenever the Chairman or vice chair-
man of the Committee deems it to be nec-
essary. At any hearing to confirm a Presi-
dential nomination, the testimony of the 
nominee, and at the request of any Member, 
any other witness, shall be under oath. Every 
nominee shall submit a financial statement, 
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on forms to be perfected by the Committee, 
which shall be sworn to by the nominee as to 
its completeness and accuracy. All such 
statements shall be made public by the Com-
mittee unless the Committee, in executive 
session, determines that special cir-
cumstances require a full or partial excep-
tion to this rule. Members of the Committee 
are urged to make public a complete disclo-
sure of their financial interests on forms to 
be perfected by the Committee in the man-
ner required in the case of Presidential 
nominees. 

CONFIDENTIAL TESTIMONY 

Rule 9. No confidential testimony taken 
by, or confidential material presented to the 
Committee or any report of the proceedings 
of a closed Committee hearing or business 
meeting shall be made public in whole or in 
part by way of summary, unless authorized 
by a majority of the members of the Com-
mittee at a business meeting called for the 
purpose of making such a determination. 

DEFAMATORY STATEMENTS 

Rule 10. Any person whose name is men-
tioned or who is specifically identified in, or 
who believes that testimony or other evi-
dence presented at, an open Committee hear-
ing tends to defame him or her or otherwise 
adversely affect his or her reputation may 
file with the Committee for its consideration 
and action a sworn statement of facts rel-
evant to such testimony or evidence. 

BROADCASTING OF HEARINGS OR MEETINGS 

Rule 11. Any meeting or hearing by the 
Committee which is open to the public may 
be covered in whole or in part by television, 
radio broadcast, or still photography. Pho-
tographers and reporters using mechanical 
recording, filming, or broadcasting devices 
shall position their equipment so as not to 
interfere with the sight, vision, and hearing 
of Members and staff on the dais or with the 
orderly process of the meeting or hearing. 

AMENDING THE RULES 

Rule 12. These rules may be amended only 
by a vote of a majority of all the Members of 
the Committee in a business meeting of the 
Committee: Provided, that no vote may be 
taken on any proposed amendment unless 
such amendment is reproduced in full in the 
Committee agenda for such meeting at least 
seven (7) days in advance of such meeting.∑ 

f 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
FINANCE 

∑ Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, in accord-
ance with rule XXVI of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, I hereby submit 
for publication in the RECORD the rules 
of the Committee on Finance. 

The rules follow: 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

I. RULES OF PROCEDURE 

(Adopted January 28, 1997) 

Rule 1. Regular Meeting Days.—The regular 
meeting day of the committee shall be the 
second and fourth Tuesday of each month, 
except that if there be no business before the 
committee the regular meeting shall be 
omitted. 

Rule 2. Committee Meetings.—(a) Except as 
provided by paragraph 3 of Rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate (relating to 
special meetings called by a majority of the 
committee) and subsection (b) of this rule, 
committee meetings, for the conduct of busi-
ness, for the purpose of holding hearings, or 
for any other purpose, shall be called by the 
chairman. Members will be notified of com-
mittee meetings at least 48 hours in advance, 
unless the chairman determines that an 

emergency situation requires a meeting on 
shorter notice. The notification will include 
a written agenda together with materials 
prepared by the staff relating to that agenda. 
After the agenda for a committee meeting is 
published and distributed, no nongermane 
items may be brought up during that meet-
ing unless at least two-thirds of the members 
present agree to consider those items. 

(b) In the absence of the chairman, meet-
ings of the committee may be called by the 
ranking majority member of the committee 
who is present, provided authority to call 
meetings has been delegated to such member 
by the chairman. 

Rule 3. Presiding Officer.—(a) The chairman 
shall preside at all meetings and hearings of 
the committee except that in his absence the 
ranking majority member who is present at 
the meeting shall preside. 

(b) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed by 
subsection (a) any member of the committee 
may preside over the conduct of a hearing. 

Rule 4. Quorums.—(a) Except as provided in 
subsection (b) one-third of the membership 
of the committee, including not less than 
one member of the majority party and one 
member of the minority party, shall con-
stitute a quorum for the conduct of business. 

(b) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed by 
subsection (a), one member shall constitute 
a quorum for the purpose of conducting a 
hearing. 

Rule 5. Reporting of Measures or Rec-
ommendations.—No measure or recommenda-
tion shall be reported from the committee 
unless a majority of the committee is actu-
ally present and a majority of those present 
concur. 

Rule 6. Proxy Voting; Polling.—(a) Except as 
provided by paragraph 7(a)(3) of Rule XXVI 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate (relating 
to limitation on use of proxy voting to re-
port a measure or matter), members who are 
unable to be present may have their vote re-
corded by proxy. 

(b) At the discretion of the committee, 
members who are unable to be present and 
whose vote has not been cast by proxy may 
be polled for the purpose of recording their 
vote on any rollcall taken by the committee. 

Rule 7. Order of Motions.—When several 
motions are before the committee dealing 
with related or overlapping matters, the 
chairman may specify the order in which the 
motions shall be voted upon. 

Rule 8. Bringing a Matter to a Vote.—If the 
chairman determines that a motion or 
amendment has been adequately debated, he 
may call for a vote on such motion or 
amendment, and the vote shall then be 
taken, unless the committee votes to con-
tinue debate on such motion or amendment, 
as the case may be. The vote on a motion to 
continue debate on any motion or amend-
ment shall be taken without debate. 

Rule 9. Public Announcement of Committee 
Votes.—Pursuant to paragraph 7(b) of Rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
(relating to public announcement of votes), 
the results of rollcall votes taken by the 
committee on any measure (or amendment 
thereto) or matter shall be announced pub-
licly not later than the day on which such 
measure or matter is ordered reported from 
the committee. 

Rule 10. Subpoenas.—Subpoenas for attend-
ance of witnesses and the production of 
memoranda, documents, and records shall be 
issued by the chairman, or by any other 
member of the committee designated by 
him. 

Rule 11. Nominations.—In considering a 
nomination, the Committee may conduct an 
investigation or review of the nominee’s ex-
perience, qualifications, and suitability, to 
serve in the position to which he or she has 
been nominated. To aid in such investigation 

or review, each nominee may be required to 
submit a sworn detailed statement including 
biographical, financial, policy, and other in-
formation which the Committee may re-
quest. The Committee may specify which 
items in such statement are to be received 
on a confidential basis. Witnesses called to 
testify on the nomination may be required to 
testify under oath. 

Rule 12. Open Committee Hearings.—To the 
extent required by paragraph 5 of Rule XXVI 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate (relating 
to limitations on open hearings), each hear-
ing conducted by the committee shall be 
open to the public. 

Rule 13. Announcement of Hearings.—The 
committee shall undertake consistent with 
the provisions of paragraph 4(a) of Rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
(relating to public notice of committee hear-
ings) to issue public announcements of hear-
ings it intends to hold at least one week 
prior to the commencement of such hearings. 

Rule 14. Witnesses at Hearings.—(a) Each 
witness who is scheduled to testify at any 
hearing must submit his written testimony 
to the staff director not later than noon of 
the business day immediately before the last 
business day preceding the day on which he 
is scheduled to appear. Such written testi-
mony shall be accompanied by a brief sum-
mary of the principal points covered in the 
written testimony. Having submitted his 
written testimony, the witness shall be al-
lowed not more than ten minutes for oral 
presentation of his statement. 

(b) Witnesses may not read their entire 
written testimony, but must confine their 
oral presentation to a summarization of 
their arguments. 

(c) Witnesses shall observe proper stand-
ards of dignity, decorum and propriety while 
presenting their views to the committee. 
Any witness who violates this rule shall be 
dismissed, and his testimony (both oral and 
written) shall not appear in the record of the 
hearing. 

(d) In scheduling witnesses for hearings, 
the staff shall attempt to schedule witnesses 
so as to attain a balance of views early in 
the hearings. Every member of the com-
mittee may designate witnesses who will ap-
pear before the committee to testify. To the 
extent that a witness designated by a mem-
ber cannot be scheduled to testify during the 
time set aside for the hearing, a special time 
will be set aside for the witness to testify if 
the member designating that witness is 
available at that time to chair the hearing. 

Rule 15. Audiences.—Persons admitted into 
the audience for open hearings of the com-
mittee shall conduct themselves with the 
dignity, decorum, courtesy and propriety 
traditionally observed by the Senate. Dem-
onstrations of approval or disapproval of any 
statement or act by any member or witness 
are not allowed. Persons creating confusion 
or distractions or otherwise disrupting the 
orderly proceeding of the hearing shall be ex-
pelled from the hearing. 

Rule 16. Broadcasting of Hearings.—(a) 
Broadcasting of open hearings by television 
or radio coverage shall be allowed upon ap-
proval by the chairman of a request filed 
with the staff director not later than noon of 
the day before the day on which such cov-
erage is desired. 

(b) If such approval is granted, broad-
casting coverage of the hearing shall be con-
ducted unobtrusively and in accordance with 
the standards of dignity, propriety, courtesy 
and decorum traditionally observed by the 
Senate. 

(c) Equipment necessary for coverage by 
television and radio media shall not be in-
stalled in, or removed from, the hearing 
room while the committee is in session. 

(d) Additional lighting may be installed in 
the hearing room by the media in order to 
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raise the ambient lighting level to the lowest 
level necessary to provide adequate tele-
vision coverage of the hearing at the then 
current state of the art of television cov-
erage. 

(e) The additional lighting authorized by 
subsection (d) of this rule shall not be di-
rected into the eyes of any members of the 
committee or of any witness, and at the re-
quest of any such member or witness, offend-
ing lighting shall be extinguished. 

(f) No witness shall be required to be pho-
tographed at any hearing or to give testi-
mony while the broadcasting (or coverage) of 
that hearing is being conducted. At the re-
quest of any such witness who does not wish 
to be subjected to radio or television cov-
erage, all equipment used for coverage shall 
be turned off. 

Rule 17. Subcommittees.—(a) The chairman, 
subject to the approval of the committee, 
shall appoint legislative subcommittees. All 
legislation shall be kept on the full com-
mittee calendar unless a majority of the 
members present and voting agree to refer 
specific legislation to an appropriate sub-
committee. 

(b) The chairman may limit the period dur-
ing which House-passed legislation referred 
to a subcommittee under paragraph (a) will 
remain in that subcommittee. At the end of 
that period, the legislation will be restored 
to the full committee calendar. The period 
referred to in the preceding sentences should 
be 6 weeks, but may be extended in the event 
that adjournment or a long recess is immi-
nent. 

(c) All decisions of the chairman are sub-
ject to approval or modification by a major-
ity vote of the committee. 

(d) The full committee may at any time by 
majority vote of those members present dis-
charge a subcommittee from further consid-
eration of a specific piece of legislation. 

(e) Because the Senate is constitutionally 
prohibited from passing revenue legislation 
originating in the Senate, subcommittees 
may mark up legislation originating in the 
Senate and referred to them under Rule 16(a) 
to develop specific proposals for full com-
mittee consideration but may not report 
such legislation to the full committee. The 
preceding sentence does not apply to nonrev-
enue legislation originating in the Senate. 

(f) The chairman and ranking minority 
members shall serve as nonvoting ex officio 
members of the subcommittees on which 
they do not serve as voting members. 

(g) Any member of the committee may at-
tend hearings held by any subcommittee and 
question witnesses testifying before that 
subcommittee. 

(h) Subcommittee meeting times shall be 
coordinated by the staff director to insure 
that— 

(1) no subcommittee meeting will be held 
when the committee is in executive session, 
except by unanimous consent; 

(2) no more than one subcommittee will 
meet when the full committee is holding 
hearings; and 

(3) not more than two subcommittees will 
meet at the same time. 

Notwithstanding paragraphs (2) and (3), a 
subcommittee may meet when the full com-
mittee is holding hearings and two sub-
committees may meet at the same time only 
upon the approval of the chairman and the 
ranking minority member of the committee 
and subcommittees involved. 

(i) All nominations shall be considered by 
the full committee. 

(j) The chairman will attempt to schedule 
reasonably frequent meetings of the full 
committee to permit consideration of legis-
lation reported favorably to the committee 
by the subcommittees. 

Rule 18. Transcripts of Committee Meetings.— 
An accurate record shall be kept of all mark-

ups of the committee, whether they be open 
or closed to the public. This record, marked 
as ‘‘uncorrected,’’ shall be available for in-
spection by Members of the Senate, or mem-
bers of the committee together with their 
staffs, at any time. This record shall not be 
published or made public in any way except: 

(a) By majority vote of the committee 
after all members of the committee have had 
a reasonable opportunity to correct their re-
marks for grammatical errors or to accu-
rately reflect statements made. 

(b) Any member may release his own re-
marks made in any markup of the com-
mittee provided that every member or wit-
ness whose remarks are contained in the re-
leased portion is given a reasonable oppor-
tunity before release to correct their re-
marks. 

Notwithstanding the above, in the case of 
the record of an executive session of the 
committee that is closed to the public pursu-
ant to Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, the record shall not be published 
or made public in any way except by major-
ity vote of the committee after all members 
of the committee have had a reasonable op-
portunity to correct their remarks for gram-
matical errors or to accurately reflect state-
ments made. 

Rule 19. Amendment of Rules.—The fore-
going rules may be added to, modified, 
amended or suspended at any time.∑ 

f 

RULES OF PROCEDURE—U.S. SEN-
ATE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICI-
ARY 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I 
report to the Senate the rules adopted 
by the Committee on the Judiciary as 
provided for in rule 26.2 of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate. These rules were 
unanimously adopted by the com-
mittee in open session on January 23, 
1997, and I ask that they be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The rules follow: 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

JURISDICTION 
Rule XXV, Standing Rules of the Senate 
1. The following standing committees shall 

be appointed at the commencement of each 
Congress, and shall continue and have the 
power to act until their successors are ap-
pointed, with leave to report by bill or other-
wise on matters within their respective ju-
risdictions: 

* * * * * 
(1) Committee on the Judiciary, to which 

committee shall be referred all proposed leg-
islation, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub-
jects: 

1. Apportionment of Representatives. 
2. Bankruptcy, mutiny, espionage, and 

counterfeiting. 
3. Civil liberties. 
4. Constitutional amendments. 
5. Federal courts and judges. 
6. Government information. 
7. Holidays and celebrations. 
8. Immigration and naturalization. 
9. Interstate compacts generally. 
10. Judicial proceedings, civil and criminal, 

generally. 
11. Local courts in the territories and pos-

sessions. 
12. Measures relating to claims against the 

United States. 
13. National penitentiaries. 
14. Patent Office. 
15. Patents, copyrights, and trademarks. 
16. Protection of trade and commerce 

against unlawful restraints and monopolies. 

17. Revision and codification of the stat-
utes of the United States. 

18. States and territorial boundary lines. 

RULES OF PROCEDURE 

139 Cong. Rec. S1645 (daily ed. Feb. 16, 1993) 

I. Meetings of the Committee 

1. Meetings may be called by the Chairman 
as he may deem necessary on three days no-
tice or in the alternative with the consent of 
the Ranking Minority Member or pursuant 
to the provision of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate, as amended. 

2. Each witness who is to appear before the 
Committee or any Subcommittee shall file 
with the Committee, at least 48 hours in ad-
vance of the hearing, a written statement of 
his testimony in as many copies as the 
Chairman of the Committee or Sub-
committee prescribes. 

3. On the request of any Member, a nomi-
nation or bill on the agenda of the Com-
mittee will be held over until the next meet-
ing of the Committee or for one week, which-
ever occurs later. 

II. Quorums 

1. Ten Members shall constitute a quorum 
of the Committee when reporting a bill or 
nomination; provided that proxies shall not 
be counted in making a quorum. 

2. For the purpose of taking sworn testi-
mony, a quorum of the Committee and each 
Subcommittee thereof, now or hereafter ap-
pointed, shall consist of one Senator. 

III. Proxies 

When a record vote is taken in the Com-
mittee on any bill, resolution, amendment, 
or any other question, a quorum being 
present, a Member who is unable to attend 
the meeting may submit his vote by proxy, 
in writing or by telephone, or through per-
sonal instructions. A proxy must be specific 
with respect to the matters it addresses. 

IV. Bringing a Matter to a Vote 

The Chairman shall entertain a non-debat-
able motion to bring a matter before the 
Committee to a vote. If there is objection to 
bring the matter to a vote without further 
debate, a rollcall vote of the Committee 
shall be taken, and debate shall be termi-
nated if the motion to bring the matter to a 
vote without further debate passes with ten 
votes in the affirmative, one of which must 
be cast by the minority. 

V. Subcommittees 

1. Any Member of the Committee may sit 
with any Subcommittee during its hearings 
or any other meeting, but shall not have the 
authority to vote on any matter before the 
Subcommittee unless he is a Member of such 
Subcommittee. 

2. Subcommittees shall be considered de 
novo whenever there is a change in the Sub-
committee chairmanship and seniority on 
the particular Subcommittee shall not nec-
essarily apply. 

3. Except for matters retained at the full 
Committee, matters shall be referred to the 
appropriate Subcommittee or Subcommit-
tees by the chairman, except as agreed by a 
majority vote of the Committee or by the 
agreement of the Chairman and the Ranking 
Minority Member. 

VI. Attendance Rules 

1. Official attendance at all Committee 
markups and executive sessions of the Com-
mittee shall be kept by the Committee 
Clerk. Official attendance at all Sub-
committee markups and executive sessions 
shall be kept by the Subcommittee Clerk. 

2. Official attendance at all hearings shall 
be kept, provided that Senators are notified 
by the Committee Chairman and ranking 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1417 February 13, 1997 
Member, in the case of Committee hearings, 
and by the Subcommittee Chairman and 
ranking Member, in the case of Sub-
committee hearings, 48 hours in advance of 
the hearing that attendance will be taken; 
otherwise, no attendance will be taken. At-
tendance at all hearings is encouraged.∑ 

f 

PROVIDING FOR ADJOURNMENT 
OF BOTH HOUSES 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of House Concur-
rent Resolution 21, the adjournment 
resolution. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the resolution be agreed to, and the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 21) 

providing for an adjournment of both 
Houses. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I shall not 
object, I just wanted to bring up two 
quick questions with the majority 
leader. 

Last time after the swearing-in cere-
mony, the majority leader will remem-
ber that I said I might object and I 
asked the majority leader whether I 
could get some kind of a commitment 
for a clear timeframe for taking up 
comprehensive campaign finance re-
form. I do not know whether the ma-
jority leader is prepared to make that 
commitment tonight, but I do want to 
be clear that if by March when we 
come back there has been no commit-
ment made as to when we will have a 
bill on the floor and how we will move 
forward on it—because otherwise I fear 
delay and delay and delay, much like 
we did with gift ban—I will start to 
take amendments, campaign finance 
reform amendments, and attach those 
amendments to other bills because I 
believe we have to move this discussion 
forward. I think people want action. 

I am interested in the response of the 
majority leader. I want to make clear 
to colleagues, because I think you need 
to give people a warning, that when we 
come to our next recess it may be the 
case that I will not agree to a unani-
mous consent. So I am using the model 
the majority leader and I worked out 
together at the end on gift ban and we 
came up with reform. I am using that 
model, and I think it is important for 
Senators to be out here on the floor 
really pushing very hard for this. I 
wonder whether the majority leader 
could tell me whether he has any plan 
now, whether we could get a specific 
time when we could have a bill—again, 
I am not trying to predetermine what 
the piece of legislation would be—on 
this floor. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could 
respond to the Senator’s question. 
First of all, it is very hard to pick a 
date, to say by a date certain we will 
get something done. For instance, on 

the matter that has been pending be-
fore the Senate, Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 1, the constitutional amendment 
requiring a balanced budget, we had 
hoped we could have a reasonable and 
fair debate and amendments being of-
fered—I believe the Senator from Min-
nesota has had three or so and maybe 
he had some more—and that by the end 
of the month we would have a vote on 
that after having had a good, fair de-
bate and amendments being offered. 

But now we are having trouble get-
ting amendments up and getting a time 
agreed to. Now I understand we may 
have, I do not know, 20 or 25 amend-
ments lurking around out there. So 
now I have to begin to consider filing 
cloture on something that—we do not 
want to start the cloture wars this 
year. So I try to take into consider-
ation everybody’s needs, and we have 
problems we have to take into consid-
eration, like funerals of relatives or 
the Ambassador today. So it is very 
hard to say a time certain. 

Another example is, before we have 
reform, I think we ought to find out, 
first of all, what laws have been vio-
lated already on the books. Today we 
have in the paper that China is work-
ing, perhaps, on trying to get some for-
eign contributions, illegal contribu-
tions in the Presidential campaign. 
There seems to be an article every 
day—every day. 

Before we start trying to reform a 
law, I think we ought to see a law that 
is already on the books that I voted for 
back in 1973 or 1974 that is being used 
or abused. Yet we are seeing an all-out 
fight to stop the funding for the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee to begin 
its work to find out what happened so 
we will know what laws have been vio-
lated, so we will know what kind of re-
form we may or may not need. Unfor-
tunately, as it is being delayed and the 
appearance of obstruction in getting 
that hearing started, that has an im-
pact on when we might get to a vote on 
legislation here in the Senate. 

The next thing is we would like to 
have hearings on this issue in the 
Rules Committee. In fact, we will have. 
And yet the Rules Committee has been 
tied up for almost 2 weeks on trying to 
get the committee funding resolution 
and the resolution of the question with 
regard to the alleged illegal contribu-
tions in the Presidential campaign in 
1996. 

Then, also, I have to say to the Sen-
ator, are we ready now to begin to 
work on a bill that maybe both sides 
can agree to, or will it be one where 
you want to stick it to our side? Are 
you ready now to begin to get some 
language in there that would say that 
we must have paycheck equity? In 
other words, when I talk to my friends 
in my hometown, union members, some 
of which I used to represent when I 
practiced law, and my father was one, 
they get irate that their dues are being 
used for campaign purposes across this 
country without their approval or des-
ignation. 

So, there is not going to be a cam-
paign finance bill that does not address 
a question like that. So, is the Senator 
ready to include something like that in 
the legislation? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to re-
spond to the majority leader. I did not 
know we would have quite this debate 
but I understand—— 

Mr. LOTT. Do I have the floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader has the floor. 
Mr. LOTT. I try to be calm and re-

spond gently, but when the Senator 
pricks me a little bit, I have to try to 
respond in a way that explains why I 
can’t just say, ‘‘April 15 on tax day we 
are going to take this bill up.’’ I need 
help. I need cooperation on your side. 
We have done that. 

The Senator from Minnesota knows 
that last year I worked with him, I 
kept my word to him even one time 
when there was a little misunder-
standing, but we worked through it and 
got it done. I am willing to do that, but 
you have to keep in mind what we are 
trying to accomplish here on a number 
of issues that do interrelate. 

I am happy to yield for a response to 
that. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I shall be brief, 
Mr. President. The majority leader, I 
appreciate his graciousness. I actually 
like his passion. It does not trouble me 
at all. 

Mr. President, I actually made it 
very clear that I am not trying to—he 
has his own ideas about what should be 
in a bill. I did not insist on a particular 
piece of legislation. We have the 
McCain-Feingold bill that has been 
much talked about and could be a vehi-
cle that people could work with. 

My point is I learned through the gift 
ban we only finally took action when 
we just started putting that piece of 
legislation on other bills. The majority 
leader is, after all, the majority leader, 
and, yes, we are now on the constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et, but the majority leader, I think, 
can be a real leader on this if we can 
get a commitment that says, look, we 
will not have delay and delay and 
delay. We will have a bill on the floor 
and resolve this by July 4 or whatever 
date the majority leader picks out, and 
that makes it clear to people in the 
country that we are not going to just 
stall and stall. 

The majority leader is talking about 
today’s piece in the Washington Post, 
but the point is we do not really need 
to find out that there are problems in 
the way campaigns are financed. This 
has been going on for a long time. 
There is plenty to be fixed. People in 
the country are experts at what they 
do not like. There is no reason what-
ever that we cannot move forward with 
a bill. I just would like to get a com-
mitment. I take it from what the ma-
jority leader has said today and the 
way he said it that he is not ready to 
make such a commitment. That is fine, 
but I want to be clear that if that is 
the case come March, I think the ma-
jority leader can expect to see at least 
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on my part as a Senator from Min-
nesota, some different parts of cam-
paign finance reform as amendments 
on other bills. I want colleagues to 
know that this time I am not objecting 
to the UC for recess. But, come next 
spring—and this is plenty of warning— 
that may very well happen. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I reclaim 
my time. I understand. As I have said 
earlier this year, and again here today, 
every Senator is within his or her 
rights to offer amendments. I know, as 
we go forward, there will be disagree-
ments, and I know that the Senator 
from Minnesota is going to pursue this 
issue. He is entitled to do that. I appre-
ciate his comments today and that he 
is not going to object. We will have to 
see how it moves forward in the future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the resolution is agreed 
to. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 21) was agreed to, as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 21 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Thursday, 
February 13, 1997, it stand adjourned until 
12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, February 25, 1997, or 
until noon on the second day after Members 
are notified to reassemble pursuant to sec-
tion 2 of this concurrent resolution, which-
ever occurs first; and that when the Senate 
adjourns or recesses at the close of business 
on Thursday, February 13, 1997, pursuant to 
a motion made by the Majority Leader, or 
his designee, in accordance with this concur-
rent resolution, it stand recessed or ad-
journed until 11:30 a.m. on Monday, February 
24, 1997, or such time on that day as may be 
specified by the Majority Leader or his des-
ignee in the motion to recess or adjourn, or 
until noon on the second day after Members 
are notified to reassemble pursuant to sec-
tion 2 of this concurrent resolution, which-
ever occurs first. 

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the 
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly 
after consultation with the Minority Leader 
of the House and the Minority Leader of the 
Senate, shall notify the Members of the 
House and the Senate, respectively, to reas-
semble whenever, in their opinion, the public 
interest shall warrant it. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—HOUSE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 36 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at 1:30 on Monday, 
February 24, the Senate begin consider-
ation of House Joint Resolution 36 
under the statutory limitations. I fur-
ther ask that following the expiration 
or yielding back of the 2-hour debate 
limit, the resolution be considered read 
the third time and set aside; and, fi-
nally, beginning at 2:10, Tuesday, Feb-
ruary 25, there be 5 minutes of debate, 
equally divided in the usual form, prior 
to a vote on the resolution, which 
would begin at 2:15 on Tuesday, Feb-
ruary 25, with no further intervening 
action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this is the 
population planning language. In our 

continuing resolution, last year, we in-
cluded statutory language that would 
require a vote before funds could be re-
leased. This is dealing with that issue. 
Therefore, there will be a vote around 
2:15 on Tuesday on that population 
planning issue. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—SENATE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 1 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that on Monday, Feb-
ruary 24, immediately following the 
vote on or in relation to the Byrd 
amendment, Senator REID be recog-
nized to offer an amendment relative 
to Social Security. I further ask unani-
mous consent that when the Senate 
convenes on Tuesday, February 25, the 
time between 9 a.m. and 12:30 p.m. be 
equally divided in the usual form on 
the Reid amendment. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
following the vote at 2:15 on Tuesday, 
February 25, the Senate resume debate 
on the Reid amendment until 6 p.m., 
with a vote occurring on or in relation 
to the Reid amendment beginning at 6 
p.m. on Tuesday, February 25. 

I finally ask that on Wednesday, Feb-
ruary 26, Senator FEINSTEIN be recog-
nized at 9 a.m. to offer an amendment, 
with the time between 9 a.m. and 11 
a.m. divided equally in the usual form 
for debate on the Feinstein amend-
ment; and, finally, a vote to occur on 
or in relation to the Feinstein amend-
ment at 11 a.m. on the 26th. 

I also ask that no amendments be in 
order to Reid or Feinstein or any lan-
guage proposed to be stricken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, that means 
we will have a vote on the Byrd amend-
ment around 5:30 on Monday. We will 
come in at 9 on Tuesday, the week of 
the 24th and 25th, and we will have de-
bate during the morning of Tuesday on 
the Reid amendment. We will recess for 
the policy luncheons then and come in 
at 2:15 for a vote on the population 
planning issue. We will continue to de-
bate the Reid amendment after that, 
with a vote at 6 o’clock on Tuesday, 
the 25th. We will come in at 9 o’clock 
on Wednesday and begin the debate on 
the Feinstein amendment and vote at 
11 o’clock. 

I thank the Democratic leader for his 
cooperation in getting these three 
amendments to the constitutional 
amendment for a balanced budget 
scheduled. Because of that cooperation, 
I did not file a cloture motion this 
afternoon. That is somewhat risky, be-
cause if we don’t get good cooperation, 
if we don’t work through these amend-
ments with time agreements, that will 
mean that I could not file a cloture 
motion and require a vote until 
Wednesday of that week. But if the 
Members will work with us in good 

faith, on both sides, if we make 
progress and we move toward comple-
tion of the constitutional amendment 
that first week that we are back, end-
ing the 28th, then maybe a cloture mo-
tion will not be necessary. But we must 
have cooperation on these amendments 
to either get the ones that are not seri-
ous dispensed with, or to get a vote 
scheduled quickly on Wednesday of 
that week. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—H.R. 581 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
understand that H.R. 581 has arrived 
from the House. I would ask for its 
first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill for the first 
time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

A bill (H.R. 581) to provide that the Presi-
dent may make funds appropriated for popu-
lation planning and other population assist-
ance available on March 1, 1997, subject to 
restrictions on assistance to foreign organi-
zations that perform or actively promote 
abortions. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
would now ask for its second reading 
and object to my own request on behalf 
of the other side of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be read for a second time on the 
next legislative day. 

f 

OMNIBUS COMMITTEE FUNDING 
RESOLUTION FOR 1997 AND 1998 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 16, Senate Resolution 54. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

A resolution (S. Res. 54) authorizing bien-
nial expenditures by committees of the Sen-
ate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the resolution 
be agreed to, the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table, and any state-
ments relating to the resolution appear 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 54) was agreed 
to, as follows: 
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S. RES. 54 

Resolved, 
SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1. This resolution may be cited as 
the ‘‘Omnibus Committee Funding Resolu-
tion for 1997 and 1998.’’. 

AGGREGATE AUTHORIZATION 
SEC. 2. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, and under the appropriate au-
thorizing resolutions of the Senate, there is 
authorized for the period March 1, 1997, 
through September 30, 1998, in the aggregate 
of $50,569,779 and for the period March 1, 1998, 
through February 28, 1999, in the aggregate 
of $51,903,888 in accordance with the provi-
sions of this resolution, for all Standing 
Committees of the Senate, for the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs, the Special Com-
mittee on Aging, and the Select Committee 
on Intelligence. 

(b) Each committee referred to in sub-
section (a) shall report its findings, together 
with such recommendations for legislation 
as it deems advisable, to the Senate at the 
earliest practicable date, but not later than 
February 28, 1998, and February 28, 1999, re-
spectively. 

(c) Any expenses of a committee under this 
resolution shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by the chairman of the committee, except 
that vouchers shall not be required (1) for 
the disbursement of salaries of employees of 
the committee who are paid at an annual 
rate, (2) for the payment of telecommuni-
cations expenses provided by the Office of 
the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper, 
United States Senate, Department of Tele-
communications, (3) for the payment of sta-
tionery supplies purchased through the 
Keeper of Stationery, United States Senate, 
(4) for payments to the Postmaster, United 
States Senate, (5) for the payment of me-
tered charges on copying equipment provided 
by the Office of the Sergeant at Arms and 
Doorkeeper, United States Senate, or (6) for 
the payment of Senate Recording and Photo-
graphic Services. 

(d) There are authorized such sums as may 
be necessary for agency contributions re-
lated to the compensation of employees of 
the committees from March 1, 1997, through 
September 30, 1998, and March 1, 1998, 
through February 28, 1999, to be paid from 
the appropriations account for ‘‘Expenses of 
Inquiries and Investigations’’ of the Senate. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
SEC. 3. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry is authorized from March 1, 1997, 
through February 28, 1999, in its discretion 
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration to use, on a reimbursable or 
nonreimbursable basis, the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,747,544, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$4,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 

Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex-
ceed $4,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,792,747, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $4,000, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants, or organiza-
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended), and (2) not to exceed $4,000, 
may be expended for the training of the pro-
fessional staff of such committee (under pro-
cedures specified by section 202(j) of such 
Act). 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
SEC. 4. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraph 1 of rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations is authorized from 
March 1, 1997, through February 28, 1999, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em-
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con-
sent of the Government department or agen-
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration to use, on a reimburs-
able or nonreimbursable basis, the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen-
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,953,132, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$175,000, may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized 
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not 
to exceed $5,000, may be expended for the 
training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $5,082,521, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $175,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$5,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
SEC. 5. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Armed Services is authorized from 
March 1, 1997, through February 28, 1999, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em-
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con-
sent of the Government department or agen-
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration to use, on a reimburs-
able or nonreimbursable basis, the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen-
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,704,397. 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,776,389. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 
SEC. 6. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs is authorized from March 1, 1997, 
through February 28, 1999, in its discretion 
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration to use, on a reimbursable or 
nonreimbursable basis, the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,853,725, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$20,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex-
ceed $850, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,928,278, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $20,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$850, may be expended for the training of the 
professional staff of such committee (under 
procedures specified by section 202(j) of such 
Act). 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 
SEC. 7. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraph 1 of rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on the Budget is authorized from 
March 1, 1997, through February 28, 1999, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em-
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con-
sent of the Government department or agen-
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration to use, on a reimburs-
able or nonreimbursable basis, the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen-
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,105,190, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$20,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex-
ceed $2,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $3,188,897, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $20,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
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services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$2,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND– 
TRANSPORTATION 

SEC. 8. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science and Transpor-
tation is authorized from March 1, 1997, 
through February 28, 1999, in its discretion 
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration to use, on a reimbursable or 
nonreimbursable basis, the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,448,034, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$14,572, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex-
ceed $15,600, may be expended for the train-
ing of the professional staff of such com-
mittee (under procedures specified by section 
202(j) of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $3,539,226, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $14,572, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$15,600, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

SEC. 9. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources is 
authorized from March 1, 1997, through Feb-
ruary 28, 1999, in its discretion (1) to make 
expenditures from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with 
the prior consent of the Government depart-
ment or agency concerned and the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration to use, 
on a reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis, 
the services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,637,966. 

(c) For the period of March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,707,696. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

SEC. 10. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 

of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works is 
authorized from March 1, 1997, through Feb-
ruary 28, 1999, in its discretion (1) to make 
expenditures from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with 
the prior consent of the Government depart-
ment or agency concerned and the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration to use, 
on a reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis, 
the services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,431,871, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$8,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex-
ceed $2,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,494,014, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $8,000, be 
expended for the procurement of the services 
of individual consultants, or organizations 
thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended), and (2) not to exceed $2,000, may 
be expended for the training of the profes-
sional staff of such committee (under proce-
dures specified by section 202(j) of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
SEC. 11. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Finance is authorized from March 
1, 1997, through February 28, 1999, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the 
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ 
personnel, and (3) with the prior consent of 
the Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration to use, on a reimbursable or 
nonreimbursable basis, the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,028,328, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$30,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex-
ceed $10,000, may be expended for the train-
ing of the professional staff of such com-
mittee (under procedures specified by section 
202(j) of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $3,106,591, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $30,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$10,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
SEC. 12. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations is authorized 
from March 1, 1997, through February 28, 
1999, in its discretion (1) to make expendi-
tures from the contingent fund of the Sen-
ate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with the 
prior consent of the Government department 
or agency concerned and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration to use, on a reim-
bursable or nonreimbursable basis, the serv-
ices of personnel of any such department or 
agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,710,573, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$45,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex-
ceed $1,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,782,749, 
of which amount not to exceed $45,000, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants, or organiza-
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended), and (2) not to exceed $1,000, 
may be expended for the training of the pro-
fessional staff of such committee (under pro-
cedures specified by section 202(j) of such 
Act). 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
SEC. 13. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs is author-
ized from March 1, 1997, through February 28, 
1999, in its discretion (1) to make expendi-
tures from the contingent fund of the Sen-
ate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with the 
prior consent of the Government department 
or agency concerned and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration to use, on a reim-
bursable or nonreimbursable basis, the serv-
ices of personnel of any such department or 
agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,533,600, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$375,000, may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized 
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not 
to exceed $2,470, may be expended for the 
training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $4,653,386, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $75,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
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of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$2,470, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(d)(1) The committee, or any duly author-
ized subcommittee thereof, is authorized to 
study or investigate— 

(A) the efficiency and economy of oper-
ations of all branches of the Government in-
cluding the possible existence of fraud, mis-
feasance, malfeasance, collusion, mis-
management, incompetence, corruption, or 
unethical practices, waste, extravagance, 
conflicts of interest, and the improper ex-
penditure of Government funds in trans-
actions, contracts, and activities of the Gov-
ernment or of Government officials and em-
ployees and any and all such improper prac-
tices between Government personnel and 
corporations, individuals, companies, or per-
sons affiliated therewith, doing business 
with the Government; and the compliance or 
noncompliance of such corporations, compa-
nies, or individuals or other entities with the 
rules, regulations, and laws governing the 
various governmental agencies and its rela-
tionships with the public; 

(B) the extent to which criminal or other 
improper practices or activities are, or have 
been, engaged in the field of labor-manage-
ment relationships or in groups or organiza-
tions of employees or employers, to the det-
riment of interests of the public, employers, 
or employees, and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the 
United States in order to protect such inter-
ests against the occurrence of such practices 
or activities; 

(C) organized criminal activities which 
may operate in or otherwise utilize the fa-
cilities of interstate or international com-
merce in furtherance of any transactions and 
the manner and extent to which, and the 
identity of the persons, firms, or corpora-
tions, or other entities by whom such utili-
zation is being made, and further, to study 
and investigate the manner in which and the 
extent to which persons engaged in organized 
criminal activity have infiltrated lawful 
business enterprise, and to study the ade-
quacy of Federal laws to prevent the oper-
ations of organized crime in interstate or 
international commerce; and to determine 
whether any changes are required in the laws 
of the United States in order to protect the 
public against such practices or activities; 

(D) all other aspects of crime and lawless-
ness within the United States which have an 
impact upon or affect the national health, 
welfare, and safety; including but not lim-
ited to investment fraud schemes, com-
modity and security fraud, computer fraud, 
and the use of offshore banking and cor-
porate facilities to carry out criminal objec-
tives; 

(E) the efficiency and economy of oper-
ations of all branches and functions of the 
Government with particular reference to— 

(i) the effectiveness of present national se-
curity methods, staffing, and processes as 
tested against the requirements imposed by 
the rapidly ––mounting complexity of na-
tional security problems; 

(ii) the capacity of present national secu-
rity staffing, methods, and processes to 
make full use of the Nation’s resources of 
knowledge and talents; 

(iii) the adequacy of present intergovern-
mental –relations between the United States 
and international organizations principally 
concerned with national security of which 
the United States is a member; and 

(iv) legislative and other proposals to im-
prove these methods, processes, and relation-
ships; 

(F) the efficiency, economy, and effective-
ness of all agencies and departments of the 
Government involved in the control and 

management of energy shortages including, 
but not limited to, their performance with 
respect to— 

(i) the collection and dissemination of ac-
curate–statistics on fuel demand and supply; 

(ii) the implementation of effective energy 
conservation measures; 

(iii) the pricing of energy in all forms; 
(iv) coordination of energy programs with 

State and local government; 
(v) control of exports of scarce fuels; 
(vi) the management of tax, import, pric-

ing, and –other policies affecting energy sup-
plies; 

(vii) maintenance of the independent sec-
tor of the petroleum industry as a strong 
competitive force; 

(viii) the allocation of fuels in short supply 
by public and private entities; 

(ix) the management of energy supplies 
owned or controlled by the Government; 

(x) relations with other oil producing and 
consuming countries; 

(xi) the monitoring of compliance by gov-
ernments, corporations, or individuals with 
the laws and regulations governing the allo-
cation, conservation, or pricing of energy 
supplies; and 

(xii) research into the discovery and devel-
opment of alternative energy supplies; and 

(G) the efficiency and economy of all 
branches and functions of Government with 
particular references to the operations and 
management of Federal regulatory policies 
and programs: Provided, That, in carrying 
out the duties herein set forth, the inquiries 
of this committee or any subcommittee 
thereof shall not be deemed limited to the 
records, functions, and operations of any 
particular branch of the Government; but 
may extend to the records and activities of 
any persons, corporation, or other entity. 

(2) Nothing contained in this subsection 
shall affect or impair the exercise of any 
other standing committee of the Senate of 
any power, or the discharge by such com-
mittee of any duty, conferred or imposed 
upon it by the Standing Rules of the Senate 
or by the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946, as amended. 

(3) For the purposes of this subsection, the 
committee, or any duly authorized sub-
committee thereof, or its chairman, or any 
other member of the committee or sub-
committee designated by the chairman, from 
March 1, 1997, through February 28, 1999, is 
authorized, in its, his, or their discretion (A) 
to require by subpoena or otherwise the at-
tendance of witnesses and production of cor-
respondence, books, papers, and documents, 
(B) to hold hearings, (C) to sit and act at any 
time or place during the session, recess, and 
adjournment periods of the Senate, (D) to ad-
minister oaths, and (E) to take testimony, 
either orally or by sworn statement, or, in 
the case of staff members of the Committee 
and the Permanent Subcommittee on Inves-
tigations, by deposition in accordance with 
the Committee Rules of Procedure. 

(4) All subpoenas and related legal proc-
esses of the committee and its subcommit-
tees authorized under S. Res. 73 of the One 
Hundred Fourth Congress, second session, 
are authorized to continue. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
SEC. 14. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary is authorized from 
March 1, 1997, through February 28, 1999, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em-
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con-
sent of the Government department or agen-

cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration to use, on a reimburs-
able or nonreimbursable basis, the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen-
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,362,646, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$40,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex-
ceed $1,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $4,480,028, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $40,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$1,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

SEC. 15. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources is au-
thorized from March 1, 1997, through Feb-
ruary 28, 1999, in its discretion (1) to make 
expenditures from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with 
the prior consent of the Government depart-
ment or agency concerned and the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration to use, 
on a reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis, 
the services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,113,888, of which amount not to exceed 
$22,500, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $4,223,533, 
of which amount not to exceed $22,500, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants, or organiza-
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended). 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

SEC. 16. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration is au-
thorized from March 1, 1997, through Feb-
ruary 28, 1999, in its discretion (1) to make 
expenditures from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and(3) with 
the prior consent of the Government depart-
ment or agency concerned and the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration to use, 
on a 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:10 Oct 24, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00083 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1997SENATE\S13FE7.REC S13FE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
O

C
IA

LS
E

C
U

R
IT

Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1422 February 13, 1997 
reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis, the 
services of personnel of any such department 
or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,339,106, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$200,000, may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized 
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not 
to exceed $20,000, may be expended for the 
training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,375,472, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $200,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$20,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
SEC. 17. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Small Business is authorized from 
March 1, 1997, through February 28, 1999, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em-
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con-
sent of the Government department or agen-
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration to use, on a reimburs-
able or nonreimbursable basis, the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen-
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,084,471, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$10,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex-
ceed $5,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,112,732, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $10,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$5,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
SEC. 18.(a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs is authorized 
from March 1, 1997, through February 28, 
1999, in its discretion (1) to make expendi-

tures from the contingent fund of the Sen-
ate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with the 
prior consent of the Government department 
or agency concerned and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration to use, on a reim-
bursable or nonreimbursable basis, the serv-
ices of personnel of any such department or 
agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,123,430, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$250,000, may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized 
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended); and (2)not 
to exceed $3,000, may be expended for the 
training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202 (j) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946, as amended). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,153,263, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $50,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended); and (2) not to exceed 
$3,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202 (j) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended). 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 
SEC. 19. (a) In carrying out the duties and 

functions imposed by section 104 of S. Res. 4, 
agreed to February 4, 1977, (Ninety-fifth Con-
gress), and in exercising the authority con-
ferred on it by such section, the Special 
Committee on Aging is authorized from 
March 1, 1997, through February 28, 1999, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em-
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con-
sent of the Government department or agen-
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration to use, on a reimburs-
able or nonreimbursable basis, the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen-
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,133,674 of which amount not to exceed 
$15,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,162,865 
of which amount not to exceed $15,000, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants, or organiza-
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended). 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
SEC. 20. (a) In carrying out its powers, du-

ties, and functions under S. Res. 400, agreed 
to May 19, 1976 (94th Congress), in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under section 3(a) of 
such resolution, including holding hearings, 
reporting such hearings, and making inves-
tigations as authorized by section 5 of such 
resolution, the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence is authorized from March 1, 1997, 
through February 28, 1999, in its discretion 
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-

ministration to use, on a reimbursable or 
nonreimbursable basis, the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,114,489, of which amount not to exceed 
$30,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,171,507, 
of which amount not to exceed $30,000, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants, or organiza-
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended). 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
SEC. 21. (a) In carrying out the duties and 

functions imposed by section 105 of S. Res. 4, 
agreed to February 4, 1977 (Ninety-fifth Con-
gress), and in exercising the authority con-
ferred on it by such section, the Committee 
on Indian Affairs is authorized from March 1, 
1997, through February 28, 1999, in its discre-
tion (1) to make expenditures from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration to use, on a reimbursable or 
nonreimbursable basis, the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1997, through September 30, 
1998, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,143,715. 

(c) For the period March 1, 1998, through 
February 28, 1999, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,171,994. 

SPECIAL RESERVES 
SEC. 22. (a) Of the funds authorized for the 

Senate committees listed in sections 3 
through 21 by Senate Resolution 73, agreed 
to February 13, 1995 (104th Congress), for the 
funding period ending on the last day of Feb-
ruary 1997, any unexpended balances remain-
ing shall be transferred to a special reserve 
which shall, on the basis of a special need 
and at the request of a Chairman and Rank-
ing Member of any such committee, and with 
the approval of the Chairman and Ranking 
Member of the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, be available to any committee 
for the purposes provided in subsection (b). 
During March 1997, obligations incurred but 
not paid by February 28, 1997, shall be paid 
from the unexpended balances of committees 
before transfer to the special reserves and 
any obligations so paid shall be deducted 
from the unexpended balances of committees 
before transferred to the special reserves. 

(b) The reserves established in subsection 
(a) shall be available for the period com-
mencing March 1, 1997, and ending with the 
close of September 30, 1997, for the purpose of 
(1) meeting any unpaid obligations incurred 
during the funding period ending on the last 
day of February 1997, and which were not de-
ducted from the unexpended balances under 
subsection (a), and (2) meeting expenses in-
curred after such last day and prior to the 
close of September 30, 1997. 

SPACE ASSIGNMENTS 
SEC. 23. The space assigned to the respec-

tive committees of the Senate covered by 
this resolution shall be reduced commensu-
rate with the staff reductions funded herein 
and under S.Res. 73, 104th Congress. The 
Committee on Rules and Administration is 
expected to recover such space for the pur-
pose of equalizing Senators offices to the ex-
tent possible, and to consolidate the space 
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for Senate committees in order to reduce the 
cost of support equipment, office furniture, 
and office accessories. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate immediately proceed to executive 
session to consider the following nomi-
nations on the Executive Calendar: 
Nos. 26 and 27. I further ask unanimous 
consent that the nominations be con-
firmed, the motions to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, the President be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action, and the Senate then return to 
legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con-
firmed are as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
Janet L. Yellen, of California, to be a 

Member of the Council of Economic Advis-
ers. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Aida Alvarez, of New York, to be Adminis-
trator of the Small Business Administration. 

NOMINATION OF JANET YELLEN 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I urge 
the Senate to approve Dr. Janet 
Yellen, the distinguished nominee, for 
the position of the Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers. The 
nomination was approved by the Bank-
ing Committee by a vote of 17–0. 

Dr. Yellen last appeared before the 
Senate nearly 3 years ago when she was 
nominated and confirmed to serve on 
the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System. While on the board of 
governors, Dr. Yellen focused on the 
important issues of consumer credit 
and small business lending and pro-
vided useful congressional testimony 
on these topics. 

Prior to her tenure at the Federal 
Reserve Board, Dr. Yellen was the Ber-
nard T. Rocca Jr. Professor of Inter-
national Business and Trade at the 
Haas School of Business of the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley where 
she taught since 1980. Dr. Yellen has 
also served as a senior adviser to the 
Brookings Panel on Economic Activity 
and as a member of the Economics 
Panel of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. 

Dr. Yellen has written on a wide vari-
ety of macroeconomic issues, including 
the causes and implications of unem-
ployment. She is also a recognized 
scholar in international economics, re-
cently focusing on the trade balance 
and reforms in Eastern Europe. 

Dr. Yellen has distinguished herself 
in academia and at the Federal reserve. 
She will bring to this position com-
petence and a record of excellence. I 
believe the administration and the 
Congress will both benefit from her 
wise counsel. 

I am pleased to support this nomina-
tion. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session. 

f 

MEASURE INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senate 
Resolution 52 be indefinitely post-
poned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
REPORT 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that commit-
tees have from the hours of 10 a.m. to 
2 p.m. on Tuesday, February 18, to file 
any legislative or executive matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276h–276k, as 
amended, appoints the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DODD] as vice chair-
man of the Senate delegation to the 
Mexico-United States Interparliamen-
tary Group during the 105th Congress. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to the provision of 
Public Law 99–661, appoints the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] as a 
member of the Board of Trustees of the 
Barry Goldwater Scholarship and Ex-
cellence in Education Foundation, vice 
the former Senator from Georgia, Mr. 
Nunn. 

f 

APPOINTMENTS BY THE 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, pursuant to Public Law 96– 
388, as amended by Public Law 97–84, 
appoints the following Senators to the 
U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council: The 
Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER], 
vice the former Senator from Rhode Is-
land, Mr. Pell, and the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG]. 

The Chair, on behalf of the President 
pro tempore, pursuant to Public Law 
96–388, as amended by Public Law 97–84, 
reappoints the following Senators to 
the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council: 
The Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI]. 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, FEBRUARY 
24, 1997 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate adjourns under the provisions 
of House Concurrent Resolution 21 

until the hour of 11:30 a.m. on Monday, 
February 24, that immediately fol-
lowing the prayer, Senator FRIST be 
recognized to read George Washing-
ton’s Farewell Address, under a pre-
vious order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I further ask that 
following the address, the various rou-
tine requests through the morning 
hour be granted and the Senate then 
proceed to a period of morning business 
until the hour of 1:30 p.m., with the 
time equally divided between the two 
leaders or their designees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, for 
the information of all Senators, at 1:30 
p.m., the Senate will begin 2 hours of 
consideration on House Joint Resolu-
tion 36, dealing with the U.N. popu-
lation measure. At 3:30 p.m., the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the 
balanced budget constitutional amend-
ment and the Byrd amendment for 2 
hours of debate. At 5:30 p.m., the Sen-
ate will conduct a rollcall vote with re-
spect to the Byrd amendment, and im-
mediately following that 5:30 Monday 
vote, the Senate will begin debate on 
the Reid Social Security amendment. 

Under a previous order, a rollcall 
vote will occur at 2:15 p.m. on Tuesday 
on passage of the U.N. population 
measure, and a second vote will occur 
at 6 p.m. on Tuesday with respect to 
the Reid Social Security amendment. 

Also, at 11 a.m. on Wednesday, the 
Senate will conduct a rollcall vote 
with respect to the Feinstein amend-
ment. 

Therefore, Members should be aware 
of the 5:30 p.m. Monday vote and the 
two votes on Tuesday and the early 
Wednesday vote. 

I thank all Members in advance for 
their continued cooperation. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11:30 A.M., 
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1997 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now ask that the 
Senate stand in adjournment under the 
provisions of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 21 until 11:30 a.m. on Monday, Feb-
ruary 24. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:11 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
February 24, 1997, at 11:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate February 13, 1997: 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE U.S. AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED WHILE 
ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON-
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE SEC-
TION 601: 
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To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. JOSEPH E. HURD, 0000. 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED PERSONS OF THE AGENCIES 
INDICATED FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OF-
FICERS OF THE CLASSES STATED, AND ALSO FOR THE 
OTHER APPOINTMENTS INDICATED HEREWITH: 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF 
CLASS ONE, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN THE 
DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMER-
ICA: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

KATHLEEN THERESE AUSTIN, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS TWO, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

JOHN WESLEY HARRISON, OF VIRGINIA 
CAROL R. KALIN, OF NEW YORK 
KAREN EASTMAN KLEMP, OF ILLINOIS 
RONNA SHARP PAZDRAL, OF CALIFORNIA 
ROBERT WALTER PONS, OF NEW JERSEY 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF 
CLASS FOUR, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

BRIAN D. GOGGIN, OF VIRGINIA 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

GREGORY JON ADAMSON, OF CALIFORNIA 
CHERRIE SARAH DANIELS, OF TEXAS 
MARTHA J. HAAS, OF TEXAS 
PAUL HOROWITZ, OF OREGON 
JOHN KEVIN MADDEN, OF ARKANSAS 
DEBORAH RUTLEDGE MENNUTI, OF TEXAS 
MANISH KUMAR MISHRA, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
WILLIAM E. MOELLER III, OF FLORIDA 
WILLIAM E. SHEA, OF FLORIDA 
MARCO AURELIO RIBEIRO SIMS, OF THE DISTRICT OF 

COLUMIBA 
MARK L. STREGE, OF FLORIDA 
JONI ALICIA TREVISS, OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DAVID H.L. VAN CLEVE, OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF 
CLASS FOUR, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, EFFECTIVE JULY 12, 1994: 

U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY 

SUSAN ZIADEH, OF WASHINGTON 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED MEMBERS OF THE FOREIGN 
SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND THE 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE TO BE CONSULAR OFFICERS 
AND/OR SECRETARIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, AS INDICATED: 

CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN THE DIP-
LOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITD STATES OF AMERICA: 

JAMES ROBERT ADDISON, OF VIRGINIA 
AMY MARIE ALLEN, OF ARIZONA 
EMILY JANE ALLT, OF CONNECTICUT 
GREGORY R. ALSTON, OF VIRGINIA 
MARGARET JANE ARMSTRONG, OF VIRGINIA 
WILLIAM H. AVERY, OF FLORIDA 
CHARLES R. BANKS, OF VIRGINIA 
STEPHEN B. BANKS, OF VIRGINIA 
STEPHEN A. BARNEBY, OF NEVADA 
WILLIAM G. BASIL, OF MARYLAND 
STEPHAN BERWICK, OF VIRGINIA 
MARK W. BLAIR, OF VIRGINIA 
JOSHUA BLAU, OF CALIFORNIA 

CHRISTOPHER J. BORT, OF MARYLAND 
BRIDGET A. BRINK, OF MICHIGAN 
JENNIFER CHINTANA BULLOCK, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DAVID W. CAREY, OF VIRGINIA 
PAUL M. CARTER, JR., OF MARYLAND 
JOSEPH F. CHERNESKY, OF VIRGINIA 
RACHEL M. COLL, OF VIRGINIA 
COLIN THOMAS ROBERT CROSBY, OF OHIO 
ROBERT CLINTON DEWITT, OF TEXAS 
ALI DIBA, OF VIRGINIA 
JOSEPH A. DOGONNIUCK, OF VIRGINIA 
FRED D. ENOCHS, OF FLORIDA 
NAOMI CATHERINE FELLOWS, OF CALIFORNIA 
BARBARA J. FLESHMAN, OF VIRGINIA 
MARY ANNE FLAUTA FRANCISCO, OF VIRGINIA 
ROBERT R. GABOR, OF CALIFORNIA 
JEFFREY E. GALVIN, OF COLORADO 
KATHERINE GAMBOA, OF VIRGINIA 
ROGER Z. GEORGE, OF VIRGINIA 
LISA M. GRASSO, OF VIRGINIA 
GREGORY S. GROTH, OF CALIFORNIA 
EDWARD G. GRULICH, OF TEXAS 
DOUGLAS E. HAAS, OF VIRGINIA 
MARK W. JACKSON, OF VIRGINIA 
KIPLING VAN KAHLER, OF TEXAS 
CRAIG K. KAKUDA, OF VIRGINIA 
YURI KIM, OF GUAM 
JENNIFER A. KOELLA, OF VIRGINIA 
HENRY P. KOHN, JR., OF VIRGINIA 
PAULA J. LABUDA, OF VIRGINIA 
JOHN T. LANCIA, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
JENNIFER M. LEE, OF VIRGINIA 
GLENN A. LITTLE, OF VIRGINIA 
GREGORY MICHAEL MARCHESE, OF CALIFORNIA 
WILLIAM M. MARSHALL III, OF VIRGINIA 
ROBERT B. MOONEY, OF CALIFORNIA 
KEVIN L. O’DONOVAN, OF VIRGINIA 
ANN A. OMERZO, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
ROBERT ANTHONY PITRE, OF WASHINGTON 
JENNIFER L. SAVAGE, OF VIRGINIA 
BRANDON P. SCHEID, OF VIRGINIA 
CARMEN A. SELTZER, OF VIRGINIA 
RUSSELL SCHIEBEL, OF TEXAS 
MICAELA A. SCHWEITZER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-

BIA 
STEFANO G.J. SERAFINI, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
ROBERT E. SETLOW, OF WASHINGTON 
ANDREW SHAW, OF NEW YORK 
SCOTT A. SHAW, OF ILLINOIS 
DAVID WILLIAM SIMONS, OF COLORADO 
JAMES DOUGLAS SMITH III, OF VIRGINIA 
MATTHEW ALEXANDER SPIVAK, OF CALIFORNIA 
DAISY D. SPRINGS, OF VIRGINIA 
CHERYL S. STEELE, OF MASSACHUSETTS 
HECTOR J. TAVERA, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
MARTINA ANNA TKADLEC, OF TEXAS 
BONNIE J. TOEPER, OF VIRGINIA 
BRYANT P. TRICK, OF CALIFORNIA 
MARK E. TWAMBLY, OF VIRGINIA 
PATRICK TIMOTHY WALL, OF ALABAMA 
MARK A. WEAVER, OF WASHINGTON 
MICHAEL EDWARD WIDENER, OF VIRGINIA 
CHRISTINE WILLIAMS, OF VIRGINIA 
THOMAS A. WITECKI, OF VIRGINIA 
WILLIAM H. S. WRIGHT, OF VIRGINIA 
RONDA S. ZANDER, OF MARYLAND 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE U.S. INFORMATION 
AGENCY FOR THE PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOREIGN 
SERVICE TO THE CLASSES INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF CAREER 
MINISTER: 

KENTON W. KEITH, OF CALIFORNIA 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR: 

GEORGE FREDERIC BEASLEY, OF MARYLAND 
JOHN P. DWYER, OF CONNECTICUT 
HARRIET LEE ELAM, OF MARYLAND 
MARY ELEANOR GAWRONSKI, OF NEW YORK 

DAVID P. GOOD, OF NEW YORK 
TERRANCE H. KNEEBONE, OF UTAH 
JOHN K. MENZIES, OF CALIFORNIA 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE U.S. INFORMATION 
AGENCY FOR THE PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOREIGN 
SERVICE TO THE CLASSES INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF COUN-
SELOR: 

JOHN H. BROWN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
GUY BURTON, OF NEW YORK 
HELENA KANE FINN, OF NEW YORK 
STEDMAN D. HOWARD, OF FLORIDA 
GERALD E. HUCHEL, OF VIRGINIA 
MARILYN E. HULBERT, OF FLORIDA 
MARK B. KRISCHIK, OF FLORIDA 
NICHOLAS ROBERTSON, OF CALIFORNIA 
CHARLES N. SILVER, OF VIRGINIA 
MARCELLE M. WAHBA, OF CALIFORNIA 
LAURENCE D. WOHLERS, OF WASHINGTON 
MARY CARLIN YATES, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE FOR PROMOTION INTO THE SENIOR 
FOREIGN SERVICE, AND FOR APPOINTMENT AS CON-
SULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN THE DIPLOMATIC 
SERVICE, AS INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF COUN-
SELOR: 

TERRENCE W. SULLIVAN, OF NEW YORK 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMES CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AG-
RICULTURE FOR THE PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOR-
EIGN SERVICE TO THE CLASSES INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF CAREER 
MINISTER: 

DANIEL B. CONABLE, OF NEW YORK 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF CAREER 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR: 

WILLIAM L. BRANT, II, OF OKLAHOMA 
WARREN J. CHILD, OF MARYLAND 
MATTIE R. SHARPLESS, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AG-
RICULTURE FOR THE PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOR-
EIGN SERVICE TO THE CLASS INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF COUN-
SELOR: 

NORVAL E. FRANCIS, OF VIRGINIA 
FRANCIS J. TARRANT, OF VIRGINIA 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate February 13, 1997: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF THE PRESIDENT 

JANET L. YELLEN, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

AIDA ALVAREZ, OF NEW YORK, TO BE ADMINISTRATOR 
OF THE SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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HONOR THE FLAG AND THE
CONSTITUTION

HON. DAVID E. SKAGGS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, as a veteran
and an American, I am proud to introduce on
behalf of myself and the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KOLBE], a resolution expressing the
strong support of the Members of Congress
and the American people for what the flag rep-
resents: freedom, tolerance, and the right to
dissent.

Mr. Speaker, the overwhelming majority of
our fellow citizens agree that the American
flag, as the symbol of our Nation’s values and
ideals, commands the deepest respect from all
Americans. The flag commands that respect
because it stands for a people and a Govern-
ment strong enough to tolerate diversity and to
protect the rights even of those expressing un-
popular views. Our strong commitment to
these values, not the colors and design of our
flag, is what makes our country unique and an
international model for freedom.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution reaffirms the
place of honor the American flag rightly holds
in our country and states that respect for the
flag should not be mandated, especially at the
expense of the first amendment guarantee of
free speech.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join
me in honoring our flag and the Constitution
by cosponsoring this resolution.
f

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION

HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR.
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, today I am
reintroducing legislation to ensure that Federal
grants for the hiring of local police officers ac-
tually result in a net increase in the number of
‘‘cops on the beat.’’ I invite all of my col-
leagues to become a cosponsor of this impor-
tant legislation.

As a former sheriff, I know that in too many
instances Federal law enforcement grants re-
sult in the hiring of numerous generals but not
enough foot soldiers at the local level. In other
words, policing grant funds are often spent hir-
ing clerks and dispatchers instead of hiring
uniformed officers to patrol the streets. Specifi-
cally, my bill amends the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to ensure
that Federal funds made available to hire or
rehire law enforcement officers are used to
produce a net gain in the number of law en-
forcement officers who perform nonadministra-
tive public safety services—i.e. street cops.
This legislation will ensure that Federal police
grants will result in a real increase in the num-
ber of street officers on the street fighting
crime.

My bill is identical to an amendment I suc-
cessfully attached to legislation in the 104th
Congress, H.R. 728, the ‘‘Local Government
Law Enforcement Block Grants Act,’’ which
was passed by the House in February 1995,
and the fiscal year 1996 Commerce, Justice,
and State appropriations bill. Unfortunately,
both bills were vetoed by the President. By re-
introducing that amendment in bill form, an im-
portant crime-fighting measure can be debated
without the politics associated with an all-en-
compassing bill.

Mr. Speaker, let’s help give our communities
a fighting chance against crime by putting
more police officers on the street than more
clerks behind desks. I ask that all members
take a look at my bill and give it their full sup-
port.
f

SUPPORT HOUSE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 36: PROTECT THE LIVES
AND WOMEN AND CHILDREN
WORLD-WIDE

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in

support of House Joint Resolution 36, The
International Family Planning Funds Release.
This Resolution will right a wrong which Con-
gress created in the high-politics of the fiscal
year 1997 Omnibus Appropriations Act. It will
also unquestionably help to save the lives of
countless women and children world-wide. We
have no choice but to support it. This resolu-
tion does nothing more than move forward the
release date of international family planning
funds from July 1, 1997 to March 1, 1997.
This resolution does nothing less than save
lives.

Unfortunately, there are some among us
who have chosen to turn this humble proposal
into a battle-ground for one of the most con-
troversial of all policy issues—abortion. It is
true that abortion has a role in this resolution.
That role can be found in the fact that family
planning unequivocally reduces the use of
abortion world-wide. The use of abortion is
closely associated with the unmet need for
contraception and with reliance on less effec-
tive methods. Therefore, abortion rates are
lower in countries where more effective mod-
ern methods of contraception are used than in
countries where less effective methods pre-
dominate. International family planning funds
are used to provide women with access to
these much needed alternatives. When
women are provided with alternatives to abor-
tion, they use abortion less. This fact has
been shown again and again world-wide. In
addition, as I am sure all of my colleagues are
well-aware, the 1973 Helms amendment of the
Foreign Assistance Act prohibits the use of
any U.S. funds for abortion, or to motivate or
coerce any person to practice abortion. There-
fore, this resolution is about the reduction of
abortion, not its funding.

Most importantly, however, this resolution is
about saving the lives of women and children
through-out the developing world. According to
CARE, family planning is as essential to sav-
ing the lives of infants as their programs in im-
munization, respiratory disease, diarrheal dis-
ease, and nutrition. They have also found the
scientific evidence to be overwhelming that a
woman’s ability to space births and avoid
births at the extremes of the reproductive
years is critical to ensuring child survival. In
fact, in many countries, birth spacing alone
could prevent one in five infant deaths.

Nearly 600,000 women die each year from
pregnancy-related causes—leaving thousand
of motherless children behind. Another 18 mil-
lion women suffer long-term reproductive
health complications that are excruciatingly
painful and often result in life-long disabilities.
According to UNICEF, just meeting the exist-
ing demand for family planning in the develop-
ing world would reduce unintended preg-
nancies by one-fifth, which would be expected
to prevent at least 100,000 of the 600,000 an-
nual maternal deaths. Put simply, family plan-
ning saves lives. Therefore, I urge my col-
leagues to be on the side of life and vote in
favor of House Joint Resolution 36. I can not
imagine a better use of this institution’s time.
Thank you.
f

IS THE INS MAKING CRIMINALS
OUT OF BOATERS ON THE
GREAT LAKES?

HON. STEVE C. LaTOURETTE
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to introduce legislation to correct what are well
intentioned, but misguided efforts by the Unit-
ed States Immigration Service to protect our
northern border against United States citizens
who seek to reenter their own country after a
recreational boating trip to Canada.

In what appears to be a federally sanctioned
game of waterway robbery, the Immigration
Service is willing to forego its legal obligation
to inspect all vessels returning to a United
States port from Canada, if boaters are willing
to pay a $16 per-person per-year fee to pur-
chase what is known as the I–68 Canadian
border boat landing permit. The I–68 permit
program was established in 1963 but was not
implemented nationally until a few years ago
when Congress directed Federal agencies to
begin charging a fee for some Federal pro-
grams. I have no problem with the fee-for-
service approach, but where is the service?
The I–68 program would have the boating
public paying the INS for the convenience of
not inspecting their boats. Its difficult to see
how this approach would stem the tide of ille-
gal immigration from Canada on recreational
boats, a problem that is not well documented
by the INS—if it exists at all. We do know,
however, that the number of United States
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boaters visiting Canada from the Great Lakes
Region fell 15 percent in the 1996 boating
season to just under 40,000. This translates to
a loss of over $2 million in destination spend-
ing on the Canadian side and it can be as-
sumed that similar losses were felt on the
United States side.

It is unfortunate that the recreational boating
community has been on the receiving end of
some bad Government programs in recent
years. We all remember the ill-conceived boat
luxury tax, the FCC radio license fee and,
most recently, the marine diesel fuel tax. For-
tunately, all of these programs have been re-
pealed by Congress as detrimental to boater
safety and the recreational boating economy.
However, once again, we are making it harder
and more expensive for law-abiding boaters to
enjoy their chosen form of recreation.

I must confess that with all the complex is-
sues to address during my first term in Con-
gress, somehow the news of illegal immigrants
cruising across the Great Lakes in power and
sailboats got by me. Ever mindful of the prob-
lems experienced on our southern borders
and with images of illegal aliens coming into
Florida, California, and Texas burned into my
memory. I rushed down to one of the many
marinas in my congressional district, the Ash-
tabula Yacht Club. That Sunday afternoon was
a sight to behold. Sure enough I witnessed 40
some sailboats boldly entering the harbor.

At this point the threat became clear to me.
Men, women, and children of United States
and Canadian descent docked their sailboats
and came ashore illegally. They were barely
clothed, sunburned, and the worst among
them were telling lies.

While I expected the illegal aliens to soon
depart to taste freedom in the interior of our
great country—they did not. In fact, the next
morning I watched as all of the Canadian
boats returned to Port Stanley, ON. Soon
after, I spoke to the Commodore of the Yacht
Club to see how long this problem has been
going on. He informed me that it was the 25th
year of the Lake Erie International Sailboat
Race between Ashtabula, OH and Port Stan-
ley, ON, and that he hoped to expect the
same type of trouble next season. I use this
example to illustrate that things are not always
as they appear. The cash registers of our local
harbor district depend on this annual visit from
our Canadian friends to help one of our most
promising growth industries—recreational
boating.

Mr. Speaker, my bill would not eliminate the
I–68 program, but would simply allow rec-
reational boaters the option of using their U.S.
passport in lieu of the I–68 permit in order to
reenter the United States after returning from
Canadian shores. It seems to me that if a U.S.
passport is good enough for all other inter-
national travel purposes, that boaters traveling
between two friendly countries should also be
afforded this option.

I would like to thank Representative STUPAK

and my colleague from Ohio, Representative
TRAFICANT for being original cosponsors of this
simple yet important piece of legislation. I look
forward to enthusiastic support from all Mem-
bers of Congress bordering the Great Lakes.

JAMES GILMORE NAMED 1997 PER-
SON OF THE YEAR BY THE
COUNCIL OF SOUTH SIDE AD-
VANCEMENT ASSOCIATIONS

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
congratulate my friend, Mr. James Gilmore, on
being named one of the 1997 Persons of the
Year by the Council of South Side Advance-
ment Associations.

In selecting Jim, the Council of South Side
Advancement is honoring a man who has
done much to maintain and improve the qual-
ity of life of Milwaukee’s south side. Through
his 25 years of service to the south side of
Milwaukee, Jim has made a direct impact on
the lives of many people in our community.

Over the years Jim Gilmore has shown his
dedication to his neighborhood through his in-
volvement in several community organizations.
In addition, to serving on the board of direc-
tors for the Council of South Side Advance-
ment, Jim is also involved in the Bay View
Business Association, the South Side Scholar-
ship Foundation, and St. Veronica’s Parish.
His involvement in these organizations dem-
onstrates his desire to help his fellow neighbor
in any way he can.

Jim Gilmore has clearly set an example for
our entire community. I join the Council of
South Side Advancement Associations in com-
mending him on his outstanding dedication to
the south side of Milwaukee, and I congratu-
late him on being named one of the 1997 Per-
sons of the Year.
f

THE ACCREDITATION
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1997

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing a bill that requires all Medicare-accred-
iting organizations to hold public meetings and
to ensure that at least a third of the governing
board consists of members of the public.

Healthcare facilities must comply with cer-
tain conditions in order to participate in the
Medicare Program. Through a process termed
‘‘deemed status,’’ the Health Care Financing
Administration relies on accrediting organiza-
tions to assure that Healthcare facilities are
providing quality services to Medicare bene-
ficiaries. The Joint Commission on Accredita-
tion of Healthcare Organizations is one such
organization. If a facility is accredited by the
joint commission, for example, it is deemed to
meet Medicare’s conditions of participation.

When facilities are wrongly accredited, Med-
icare beneficiaries suffer. A 1988 Wall Street
Journal investigation found that ‘‘accreditation
masks serious failings in possibly hundreds of
the 5,100 hospitals in America that are in-
spected and approved by the joint commis-
sion.’’ The Journal also reported that many pa-
tients died as a result of receiving substandard
care in hospitals that were considered ‘‘mar-
ginal’’ and that ‘‘many accredited hospitals had
actually failed inspections but remained ac-

credited for months, even years, as they
sought to correct their problems.’’

At a 1990 hearing, witnesses agreed on the
need to improve the hospital accreditation
process. Participants reported that accrediting
organizations’ survey standards lacked com-
patibility with Medicare’s conditions of partici-
pation and that follow-up with noncompliant fa-
cilities was lacking.

Today, I am focusing on the importance of
an accrediting organization’s accountability to
the public. Accrediting bodies should be man-
aged and directed by a balanced combination
of healthcare professionals and community
representatives and consumers. Currently,
many accrediting bodies are directed solely by
leaders of the same organizations which they
accredit. This is nothing more than the fox
watching the chicken house.

The joint commission has attempted to in-
crease its commitment to the public. Currently,
6 of its 28 accrediting board members are
members of the public. Although a good start,
it is not enough.

We should reconsider the dependence of
accrediting organizations on funding and direc-
tion from the same healthcare organizations
which they survey and accredit. A July 1996
report from the public citizen health research
group charged that the joint commission is ‘‘a
captive of the industry whose quality of service
it purports to measure.’’

Further, the group concluded that the joint
commission ‘‘fails to recognize the often con-
flicting interests of hospitals and the public’’
and puts the interest of healthcare institutions
first when conflicts arise. I question the credi-
bility of accrediting bodies, because their in-
come currently depends on the facilities they
are supposed to be monitoring. Until a bal-
ance of representation is brought to the
boards which lead accrediting organizations,
we cannot assure the interests of the public
are truly being considered.

As the number of accrediting organizations
increases, so does the need for public ac-
countability. For this reason, I am introducing
a bill that requires all Medicare-accrediting or-
ganizations to hold public meetings and to en-
sure that at least a third of the governing
board consists of members of the public.

This bill is a first step in assuring quality of
care for our Nation’s Medicare beneficiaries
through the accreditation process. I am cur-
rently working on a more comprehensive bill
that will make accrediting organizations more
accountable—accountable to the public as
well as to the health care financing administra-
tion. The upcoming bill will require the follow-
ing:

Accrediting organizations must release the
status of all accredited facilities to the general
public within a reasonable time frame.

HCFA must scrutinize all advertising claims
which use data from accrediting organizations,
and must deny accreditation to all healthcare
organizations which falsify accreditation-relat-
ed information.

Accrediting organizations must allow em-
ployees of healthcare organizations to meet
with survey teams off-premises, must accept
confidential testimony from healthcare workers
during surveys, and must provide whistle-
blower protection for workers who report viola-
tions of accreditation rules.

Accrediting organizations must publicly dis-
close all payments received from organiza-
tions that are being accredited.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E251February 13, 1997
HCFA must work with accrediting organiza-

tions to develop a comprehensive crosswalk
between the organization’s and Medicare’s
standards and must resolve any differences.

Accrediting organizations must notify HCFA
when facilities are found to be noncompliant
and must work with HCFA to assure that hos-
pitals promptly correct identified problems and
that HCFA is immediately informed of these
actions.

Some accrediting organizations are attempt-
ing to increase public accountability. For ex-
ample, the joint commission publicly releases
information about the performance of specific
health care organizations so that beneficiaries
are able to make educated decisions concern-
ing their health care providers. the commission
also has a site on the World Wide Web
through which the public will be able to access
status information about specific organizations
by late this year. However, the joint commis-
sion is only one of the many organizations that
accredits Medicare facilities.

The goal of the bill I am introducing today
is to begin the debate . . . accrediting organi-
zations must be accountable to the public. We
must guarantee that the public voice is rep-
resented in the organizations responsible for
safety and quality in Medicare’s healthcare fa-
cilities. When this is achieved, we can begin to
assure beneficiaries that they will receive high
quality treatment in all Medicare-approved fa-
cilities.
f

REV. THEODORE CARL MELINATE;
SPREADING JOY ALONG THE WAY

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a man who has blessed us all
with his commitment and generosity to our Na-
tion’s children, the Reverend Theodore Carl
Melinat. Reverend Melinat epitomizes the
qualities of selflessness, dedication, and devo-
tion that all members of our Society should as-
pire to.

On Saturday, February 22, The Lutheran
Child and Family Services of Michigan will
hold its annual meeting, ‘‘Joy Along the Way,’’
and honor Rev. Theodore Carl Melinat for his
30 years of dedication to Lutheran Child and
Family Services and the people of Michigan.
Reverend Melinat joined the Lutheran Child
and Family Services of Michigan in 1967 when
it was still called the Lutheran Children’s
Friend Society of Michigan and served as its
executive assistant until 1971. In 1972, Rev-
erend Melinat became the executive director
of the agency, a post he continues to hold. In
1981, under the Reverend’s directorship, the
agency switched to its current name, the Lu-
theran Child and Family Service of Michigan.

Ted Melinat was born in Crockston, MN and
attended Concordia College, Concordia Semi-
nary, and the University of Michigan before
becoming a Missionary-at-Large for the Michi-
gan District of LC–MS in northwest Grand
Rapids. During his long and varied career,
Theodore Carl Melinat has been the first pas-
tor of Zion Lutheran Church in Comstock Park,
MI, the vacancy pastor at Grace Lutheran
Church in Auburn, MI, and served as an advi-
sory pastoral delegate for the Convention of

Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod in Anaheim,
CA. Always willing to give of himself, Rev-
erend Melinat over the years has served on
numerous boards of directors for Michigan
Children associations such as the Michigan
Federation of Private Child and Family Agen-
cies.

Never seeking the limelight, Reverend
Melinat has quietly contributed his time and
energy to a wide variety of charitable causes
for the sake of our children. Causes such as
the Child Welfare League of America and the
Governor’s Task Force on Children’s Issues
have been fortunate enough to have the Rev-
erend working tirelessly on behalf of their or-
ganization. Through the years, the Reverend
has served on numerous boards to assist the
Lutheran Church in their outreach efforts in
Michigan. Reverend Melinat is a humble, de-
cent citizen who has embodied the Christian
work ethic throughout three decades of dedi-
cated public service.

Mr. Speaker, moral courage and dedication
to service are only two of the myriad of admi-
rable qualities that Theodore Carl Melinat
teaches us by example every day. For three
decades Michigan’s children and you and I
have been fortunate enough to have him as
an advocate. For these reasons, I ask you and
the rest of our colleagues to join me in con-
gratulating Reverend Melinat for 30 years of
dedicated service to the people, and most im-
portantly the children, of Michigan.
f

IT IS TIME FOR AN AFRICAN-
AMERICAN MUSEUM

HON. JOHN LEWIS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, once
again I am introducing a bill to establish an Af-
rican-American Museum on the Mall in Wash-
ington, DC as part of the Smithsonian. I sub-
mit this bill during Black History Month to high-
light the significance, urgency and importance
of such a museum.

The story of black people in America has
yet to be told in its entirety. African-American
history is an integral part of our country, yet
the richness and variety of that history is little-
known and little-understood. As tourists from
all over the world come to visit our Nation’s
Capital, they will not be able to learn the full
history of black people in America. This mu-
seum presents a great opportunity—to show-
case our history in its diversity and breadth,
and to make the understanding of American
history more complete.

Did you know that Dr. Daniel Hale Williams
was a pioneering heart surgeon that played a
vital role in the discovery of open-heart sur-
gery? And that Ernest Everett Just, Percy Ju-
lian, and George Washington Carver were all
outstanding scientists? Educators such as
W.E.B. DuBois and Benjamin E. Mays left an
indelible mark on this country. The Harlem
Renaissance produced poets, writers, and mu-
sicians like Countee Cullen, Langston Hughes,
and Duke Ellington. The civil rights movement
changed the face of this country and inspired
movements toward democracy and justice all
over the world producing great leaders like
Martin Luther King, Jr., and Whitney Young.
Too few people know that Benjamin Benneker,

an outstanding mathematician, along with
Pierre L’ Enfant, designed the District of Co-
lumbia. There are many more and their stories
must be told.

Until we understand the African-American
story in its fullness and complexity, we cannot
understand ourselves as a nation. We must
know we are and where we have come from
so that we may move forward together. And
we recognize the importance of all our people
and all of our history. The establishment of
this museum would be one important step to-
ward achieving greater understanding as a na-
tion and as a people.

It is my hope and prayer that as we pre-
serve these important moments in history, we
will inspire future generations to dream, to
write, to march and to teach. As they are able
to look back at all that has been accom-
plished, they will be able to look forward and
believe in the future of our great country.

I am pleased and delighted that many of my
colleagues have joined me in cosponsoring
this bill. I urge all my colleagues of the 105th
Congress to support this worthwhile and im-
portant legislation.
f

IMMIGRATION REFORM

HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR.
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, in the last
Congress, excellent progress was made on
immigration reform. I was proud to be an ac-
tive participant. However, we did not go far
enough. Much more needs to be done to stem
the ever increasing tide of illegal aliens flowing
across the U.S.-Mexico border. That’s why
today I am introducing legislation which would
authorize the use of Department of Defense
personnel to assist the U.S. Border Patrol and
other Federal law enforcement agencies work-
ing to stop illegal immigration.

With current estimates reporting thousands
of illegal immigrants entering our country each
day, Congress has an obligation to make
available to Federal law enforcement agencies
all possible resources in securing our borders.

My bill authorizes the Secretary of Defense
to assign Department of Defense personnel to
assist the Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice and the United States Customs Service in
patrolling the borders and stopping illegal im-
migration. The bill does not mandate the use
of troops on our border. It simply authorizes
the Pentagon to supply troops at the request
of the Attorney General or the Secretary of the
Treasury. In addition, if employed, the troops
would only provide support to law enforce-
ment. They would have no arrest powers.

For the last 8 years, the Department of De-
fense has rapidly and dramatically expanded
its role in the ‘‘war on drugs.’’ Today’s military
is well-equipped to handle law enforcement
functions. The military’s role in combating drug
smuggling along our southern border is a per-
fect example. Given the continuing problem
we have with illegal immigrants, Federal law
enforcement officials should be given the op-
tion of using the military to support their ef-
forts.

I would urge my colleagues to support my
legislation. It is a positive step in closing the
door on illegal immigration.
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AN EVENING HONORING ANDREW

P. POTOS

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Andrew P. Potos as he retires
from WITI–TV in Milwaukee, WI, after a suc-
cessful career that spans over three decades.

Andy was born and raised in Milwaukee,
and throughout his career he has dem-
onstrated a love for our community through his
active role in making Milwaukee a better place
to live. Before he began his career at WITI–
TV, Andy served his community as a history
and English teacher at Washington High
School in Milwaukee. He then went on to join
WITI in 1961, the beginning of a 36 year com-
mitment to making WITI a topnotch news or-
ganization.

When Andy Potos joined channel 6 in 1961
as an account executive, he decided that
someday he would serve as General Man-
ager. As it turns out, that goal would be met
in 1981, and he would serve as one of Mil-
waukee’s longest tenured television general
managers. Even when his career path took
him to Chicago or New York, he knew he
would some day be back in Milwaukee. Since
1981, Andy has been at the helm of WITI and
has made it one of the best television stations
in the country. His leadership and managerial
skills are second to none.

However, there is much more to Andy than
just television. He is as committed to Milwau-
kee as anyone I know. Over the years he has
taken a proactive role in improving our com-
munity at all levels. He has served as a board
member of Junior Achievement of Southeast
Wisconsin, the Wisconsin Heart Association,
the Muscular Dystrophy Association, and the
Milwaukee Chapter of the NAACP just to
name a few. Whether it was managing a tele-
vision station, or raising funds for charity,
Andy Potos has been there for Milwaukee.

I would like to join everyone at WITI–TV in
saying that Andy will surely be missed by all.
May you enjoy a very healthy, happy retire-
ment, and all the best in your future endeav-
ors.
f

TRIBUTE TO KNOX PRESBYTERIAN
CHURCH

HON. JULIAN C. DIXON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sa-
lute the Knox Presbyterian Church on the oc-
casion of its 100th anniversary of providing
outstanding ministry and spiritual leadership to
the people of the city of Los Angeles. On Feb-
ruary 2, I had the distinct pleasure of attending
the church’s 100th anniversary service.

The Knox Church is exceptional in its serv-
ice to the community in many ways, providing
spiritual leadership to an ethnically diverse
parish and congregation. Embedded in its mis-
sion statement is a commitment to utilizing our
existing diversity to attract, welcome and re-
tain persons of various backgrounds who are
accepting of ethnic diversity. The Knox Church

truly fulfills the ideals of the Christian faith in
its welcoming embrace of all peoples. I per-
sonally bore witness to this at the 100th anni-
versary service. The congregation is com-
prised of people of all ethnicities coming to-
gether in the glory of God. In this way, the
Knox Church is a praiseworthy example of co-
existence and mutual support for the city of
Los Angeles, the Nation, and the world.

Rev. Mark F. Buchanan is the current pastor
of the Knox Presbyterian Church. He is a
graduate of Princeton Theological Seminary
and has brought to Knox youth, enthusiasm,
and a strong vision of the future. Under his
guidance Knox has developed and is imple-
menting its new long range plan that will take
the church into the new millennium.

The Knox Church takes great pride in the
quality and scope of its music program. The
program is led by music director Glenn Riske,
who has served as music director for over 26
years. The church’s handbell choir is one of
the many highlights of the music program. It
has performed all over southern California, in-
cluding at the Easter sunrise service at the
Hollywood Bowl and the televised Christmas
program at the Music Center Los Angeles. In
recognition of the Knox church’s century of ex-
emplary service to the community, I would like
to take this opportunity to share with my col-
leagues the historical retrospective of this
great church.

On November 8, 1896, a small group of
people came together for a worship service
held in Cutler Hall in what is now downtown
Los Angeles. They were led by Rev. William
Stewart Young, a pioneer of Presbyterianism
in southern California. The church soon
moved to a new location at the Southgate Ma-
sonic Hall at Main Street and 30th Street. The
Knox Presbyterian Church was formally orga-
nized at this location on Sunday, January 10,
1897. Reverend Young was officially installed
as the first pastor on November 25, 1902.
During his tenure the Reverend Young in-
creased the church’s membership and
oversaw the erection of its first home on 30th
Street. This location was officially dedicated
on January 12, 1902. Reverend Young contin-
ued to lead the Knox Church until 1907. The
Reverend Young was succeeded by the Rev-
erend Edward J. Harper who served Knox
from January 13, 1907, until June 1910.

The Reverend Henderson C. Shoemaker
was called as supply pastor on July 7, 1910,
and was officially installed as pastor on March
2, 1911. During Rev. Shoemaker’s tenure, the
Knox congregation moved to a new location at
the corner of Figueroa and 43d Streets. The
building was completed and formally dedicated
on November 30, 1913. The Reverend Harry
Hillard followed Reverend Shoemaker serving
as pastor from July 19, 1914, through Septem-
ber 25, 1918. During Reverend Hillard’s pas-
torate, Knox membership rose to 300.

On March 9, 1919, Rev. Leslie Logue Boyd
was called to Knox and on April 27, 1919, was
installed. Under his leadership Knox cele-
brated its 25th anniversary. He was followed
by Rev. William Hiram Manshardt, who was
installed as the rector on February 24, 1924.
It was during his ministry that the church debts
were cleared and a manse was purchased at
557 West 46th Street. Pastor Manshardt
served Knox for 15 years.

The Reverend Chester M. Buley was in-
stalled as pastor on January 29, 1939. On that
same day the congregation heard, for the first

time, the Dr. William and Sarah Young Memo-
rial Organ. Rev. Calvin A. Duncan took over
leadership of the Knox Church in May 1944.
He presided over the church’s 50th anniver-
sary on February 2, 1947. On May 23, 1954,
Rev. Arthur P. Rech was installed. Under his
25 years tutelage the Knox Church moved to
its current location in Ladera Heights and all of
the facilities as they now exist were con-
structed. During this period numerous projects,
which continue to flourish today, were insti-
tuted. Among them are the LAX Food Pantry,
Masters Mates and Laderians. Rev. Rech
stepped down as pastor on December 2,
1979.

On June 28, 1981, Rev. James E. Kenney
was installed as pastor and served for 10
years. Interim pastors, Rev. Jack Peters, Rev.
Gary Wilburn, and Rev. John Dean, served
until the February 20, 1994, installation of
Rev. Mark F. Buchanan.

Few would argue about the increasingly im-
portant correlation that exists between the
church and a healthy community. For over a
century, the Knox Presbyterian Church has
contributed to that prosperity by offering a
ministry that nurtures the soul and empowers
the mind. By providing spiritual empowerment
to the community it continues to shine as a
beacon of hope for the future. I am proud to
recognize and commend Rev. Mark Buchanan
and the congregation of the Knox Presbyterian
Church for their ministry and leadership to the
Los Angeles community. Please join me in ex-
tending our profound best wishes for contin-
ued success in the future.
f

THE TRUTH IN EMPLOYMENT ACT
OF 1997

HON. HARRIS FAWELL
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I have no doubt
that many of our colleagues have now heard
of the union organizing tactic known as salt-
ing. I am equally sure that most of them have
been greatly disturbed by what they have
heard; and, for good reason. In recent years,
salting has evolved into an abusive practice
which, sadly, has little to do with legitimate
union organizing. Instead, salting has become
a tool—or perhaps better stated; a weapon—
for putting nonunion companies out of busi-
ness.

This unfortunate fact was made clear during
the 104th Congress, when the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportunities held
three hearings which highlighted the problems
associated with union salting. The testimony
from those hearings included stories about
union organizers and agents who had sought
or gained employment with a nonunion em-
ployer when, in fact, they had little, if any, in-
tention of truly working for that company. In
many cases, the organizers and agents were
there simply to disrupt the employer’s work-
place or to increase the cost of doing business
by forcing the employer to defend itself
against frivolous charges filed with the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board [NLRB]. For most
of these companies—many of which were
small businesses—the economic harm inflicted
by the union’s salting campaigns was dev-
astating.
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Equally troubling, Mr. Speaker, is the brazen

manner in which union salts go about their
business of inflicting economic harm on non-
union employers. Indeed, most union salts
make clear when they apply for a job that their
loyalties lie elsewhere and that they have no
interest in working to promote the interests of
the company.

One might ask why an employer would hire
an individual that he knows is there to hurt his
company. The complicated answer to this
question, Mr. Speaker, lies in broad interpreta-
tions of who is covered by provisions of the
National Labor Relations Act [NLRA], which
prohibits employers from discriminating
against employees because of their union in-
terests or activities. These interpretations have
had the practical effect of presenting employ-
ers with a Hobson’s choice: either hire the
union salt who is sure to disrupt your work-
place and file frivolous charges resulting in
costly litigation; or, deny the salt employment
and risk being sued for discrimination under
the NLRA. Either way the employer is faced
with a hiring decision that may threaten the
very survival of his or her business.

In an effort to remedy this situation, Mr.
Speaker, last year I introduced the Truth in
Employment Act of 1996. And, while I was dis-
appointed that we concluded the 2d session of
the 104th Congress without addressing the
problems of union salting, I was pleased that
a significant number of our colleagues were
also sufficiently concerned to join me as co-
sponsors of that legislation.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the problems of
abusive salting persist today; and, they con-
tinue to take a heavy toll on employers in the
form of costly litigation, lost productivity, and
destroyed property. For those reasons, I am
today reintroducing for consideration by the
105th Congress the Truth in Employment Act
of 1997. This legislation is virtually identical to
the bill I introduced during the last Congress.
In short, the bill would amend section 8 of the
National Labor Relations Act to make clear
that an employer is not required to hire any
person who seeks a job in order to promote
the interests of another employer or organiza-
tion for whom that person is acting as an
agent. When enacted, the bill will help restore
of the balance of rights that salting upsets and
that is fundamental to our system of collective
bargaining.

I want to again make clear, Mr. Speaker, as
I did during the last Congress, that this bill is
in no way intended to infringe upon any rights
or protections otherwise accorded employees
under the NLRA. Employees will continue to
enjoy their right to organize or engage in other
concerted activities protected under the act.
And, employers will still be prohibited from dis-
criminating against employees on the basis of
union membership or union activism. The bill
merely seeks to alleviate the legal pressures
imposed upon employers to hire individuals
whose real purpose for seeking the job is to
disrupt the employer’s workplace or otherwise
inflict economic harm designed to put the em-
ployer out of business.

Mr. Speaker, at its core, the National Labor
Relations Act—indeed, our entire collective
bargaining system—is about balancing the
rights and protections of both employers and
the men and women who work for them. At its
worst, salting upsets that balance in a way not
contemplated when the NLRA was enacted.
Surely, Congress could not have intended the

NLRA to be used as the legal shield that
union salts now commonly invoke in defense
of their abusive behavior. Moreover, common
sense tells us that employers should be enti-
tled to some measure of confidence when
making hiring decisions that the job applicants
they consider are motivated by their desire for
work and promote the interests of that em-
ployer—not another organization bent on dis-
rupting or putting that company out of busi-
ness.

The Truth in Employment Act will help re-
store that confidence, Mr. Speaker, while at
the same time protecting the rights of employ-
ees and their union representatives. Once
again, I urge my colleagues to support its pas-
sage.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE USCG
AIR STATION, SAVANNAH, GA,
FOR A JOB WELL DONE

HON. JACK KINGSTON
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, when no one
else was able to help, U.S. Coast Guard heli-
copter 6573, based at the USCG Air Station in
Savannah, GA, swung into action to carry a 3-
year-old burn victim from Statesboro, GA to
much needed treatment in Savannah, GA. The
air station staff’s heroic actions are detailed in
the following letter from Bulloch Co. EMS/Res-
cue Director Lee Eckles:

BULLOCH COUNTY EMS/RESCUE,
Statesboro, Ga, October 27, 1996.

Adm. ROBERT E. KRAMEK,
Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard, Washington,

DC.
DEAR ADMIRAL KRAMEK, I realize how busy

you must be, but when it comes to express-
ing ones thanks for saving the life of a child,
I felt like you just might have a few minutes
to read this letter.

On September 25, 1996, our department was
dispatched to respond to a ‘‘burn patient’’
some ten (10) miles away from our station.
With no other information available, we re-
sponded. Arriving at the scene, our staff
found a three year old female with second
and third degree burns covering over seventy
percent of her body. Within twenty-five min-
utes of our dispatch time, the child was re-
ceiving primary care treatment at our local
hospital.

It was clear from first observations that
this three year old would need the special-
ized care of the ‘‘Burn Center’’ ninety miles
to our west, in order to have any chance of
survival. Due to the extent and severity of
the burns and the fact that she had suffered
extensive airway burns, transport time to
the burn center would have a significant im-
pact on her survival. Air transport was the
only option. The regional Trauma Center in
Savannah, fifty miles to our east has the
only civilian medivac helicopter available in
all of South Georgia. Upon making the re-
quest, I was notified that their helicopter
was out of service for maintance. They did
however, quickly refer us to the military
M.A.S.T. helicopter unit at Fort Stewart. As
I dialed the phone, I remembered from my
military tour of duty with the Coast Guard
(1978–1981), the bureaucratic process that
would have to be overcome in order for a
military aircraft to be approved for use on a
civilian medivac mission. The desk sergeant
quickly transferred my call to the duty offi-
cer. My first comment to the Major was to

apologize for my sense of urgency, but a
child’s life was on the line. Simply stated, I
ask if his M.A.S.T. Helicopter could be air-
borne in five minutes or less for a medivac
flight. His response was brief and very direct
‘‘It will take me at least thirty minutes to
find someone who is capable of giving au-
thorization,’’ I thanked him for his time, and
hung up the phone.

I realized at that point we were out of op-
tions. One of my staff members, feeling help-
less said ‘‘why don’t you call the Coast
Guard, I know they have a helicopter.’’ With
nothing but the cost of a phone call to lose,
I called the Coast Guard Air Station in Sa-
vannah Georgia. One again, I explained the
urgency of my request. This time however,
the response was different. With-in five min-
utes, USCG 6573 was airborne and enroute to
the Statesboro Municipal Airport. To make a
long story short, the Coast Guard answered
the call for help when no one else was avail-
able. The medivac mission was carried out
without a hitch. Our every request was
quickly accommodated.

Every one involved, from the pilots and air
crew to the individuals operating the tele-
phone played an extremely crucial role in
the critical care transport of Stacie Martin.
At this point in time, I am not certain about
Stacie’s outcome because of the extent and
severity of her injuries. One thing I certainly
know, is the role played by All Coast Guard
Personnel involved will be credited with
every positive milestone that Stacie over-
comes on her long road to recovery.

For four years, stationed at USCG Group
Charleston, being a SAR small boat cox-
swain, the Coast Guard Motto, Semper
Paratus, seldom took on a very significant
meaning. However, on Wednesday, Septem-
ber 25, 1996, being ‘‘Always ready’’ had a
much greater meaning than each and every
day of my brief Coast Guard career. On that
Wednesday, it seemed that the bureaucracy
worked against Stacie, until Coast Guard as-
sistance was requested. No bureaucracy, no
delay, no excuses, simply immediate re-
sponse, few questions, and extraordinary exe-
cution of duty and responsibility by all
USCG personnel involved. I have always been
proud of the many roles that I was involved
in while a member of the Coast Guard, but
never as impressed as I was on Wednesday
the 25th.

I realize how truly insignificant our lan-
guage and my own vocabulary really is when
trying to express my sincere gratitude and
thanks to everybody at the Coast Guard Air
Station in Savannah, and to the personnel at
the District Office in Miami. This is truly a
case of one of the most outstanding humani-
tarian missions ever undertaken by my
former branch of service.

There were probably many people who
were involved whose names I did not have a
chance to document, but those names I do
have are as follows:
Captain Clark—OSR Miami.
Captain Thomas W. Sechler—OIC, Coast
Guard Air Station Savannah.
Lieutenant Richard Craig—Pilot.
Lieutenant Thomas Gaffney—Pilot.
Glenn Boggs—AD1.
William (Bill) DeCamp—ASM2.
Lieutenant Pat Ryan.
Rob Jerger—AM3.
Mike Forchette—AE1.

I know these people and all others involved
in this mission were only doing their job,
but, speaking in behalf, of the family of
Stacie Martin, the Bulloch County Depart-
ment of Public Safety, Bulloch County EMS/
RESCUE, and our entire community, I wish
again to express a very heartfelt thanks. The
entire United States Coast Guard came
through in our time of need. It was truly an
answered prayer.
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I know we at EMS/RESCUE in Bulloch

County will never be able to repay all those
involved, but, if you ever have any need here
in our community, please don’t hesitate to
call.

Very Sincerely,
LEE ECHIES,

Director.

f

UNITED STATES-JAPAN SECURITY
RELATIONS AND OKINAWA

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
on behalf of myself and Representatives BE-
REUTER, and BERMAN, to introduce a resolution
recognizing the vital role of the Treaty of Mu-
tual Cooperation and Security between the
United States and Japan in ensuring the
peace and prosperity of the Asia Pacific re-
gion, and expressing gratitude to the people of
Okinawa for the special role they have played
in ensuring the implementation of this treaty.

My friend and colleague, WILLIAM V. ROTH,
Jr., is introducing a similar resolution in the
other body today.

I agree with former Member of this House,
and former U.S. Ambassador to Japan, Mike
Mansfield, who called the relationship between
the United States and Japan ‘‘the most impor-
tant bilateral relationship in the world, bar
none.’’ The end of the cold war and resulting
instability in Asia has only reinforced the fun-
damental importance of this relationship to our
two nations, the Asia-Pacific region, and the
world as a whole.

Indeed, as Secretary of State Madeline
Albright stated to the House International Re-
lations Committee this week, ‘‘our alliance with
a democratic and prosperous Japan is one of
the great successes of the postwar era.’’ Our
security alliance has endured over the years,
and remains strong today, because the United
States and Japan are united not by a common
enemy, but rather, by common interests.

In the formulation of former Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense Joseph S. Nye, security is
like oxygen. You tend not to notice it until you
begin to lose it. Once you lose it, you would
pay any price to have it back.

The alliance between the United States and
Japan provides the oxygen which allows the
economies and societies of the Asia-Pacific
region to thrive. It rightly remains the founda-
tion of American security strategy for the Asia-
Pacific region. The United States, as a Pacific
power, and world’s leading exporter, gains
more than any nation from the region’s peace
and prosperity.

The Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Se-
curity encapsulates the terms of the bilateral
alliance. This past December, the United
States and Japan agreed to measures to
renew our security relationship in the Special
Action Committee on Okinawa [SACO] Final
Report issued by the United States-Japan Se-
curity Consultative Committee. This report set
forth a timetable for return to Japanese control
of one-fifth of the land used by the U.S. mili-
tary in Okinawa. This island prefecture, as
host to over half of the forward-deployed
troops of the United States in Japan, has long
borne a major share of the burdens of main-
taining regional security.

The SACO Final Report therefore also pro-
vided for changes in operational and training
procedures and in the Status of Forces Agree-
ment which will maintain the operational capa-
bility and readiness of forward-deployed U.S.
forces while lessening the impact of the U.S.
military presence on the daily life of the Okina-
wan people.

For centuries Okinawa has been known as
the Land of Courtesy. The Okinawan people
deserve our gratitude for their many contribu-
tions to the United States-Japan relationship,
and to the peace and security of the region.
Their continued understanding and support
are vital to the successful implementation of
the SACO Final Report, and the Mutual Secu-
rity Treaty.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution I introduce today
reaffirms that the Treaty of Mutual Coopera-
tion and Security remains vital to the security
interests of the United States, Japan, and the
countries of the Asia-Pacific region. It ac-
knowledges the achievement of the United
States and Japanese Governments in reinvig-
orating the alliance through the SACO Final
Report. It also recognizes the special contribu-
tions of the people of Okinawa, to the imple-
mentation of the Treaty.

Mr. Speaker, in view of the critical impor-
tance to the United States of our relationship
with Japan, I urge my colleagues to join me in
passing this resolution.
f

THE SECRET LIFE OF THE
SANDINISTAS

HON. DAN BURTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
bring to the attention of the 105th Congress
the newly released book entitled, ‘‘The Secret
Life of the Sandinistas.’’ This book written by
Roberto Arguello, outlines the last decade of
Sandinista activity.

Mr. Arguello writes material published in as
many as 140 newspapers in Latin America
and is a member of the U.S. Senate’s His-
panic task force. This latest work is a cap-
stone to his efforts for advocating free enter-
prise and fighting for the elimination of totali-
tarian oppression.

Mr. Arguello’s, ‘‘The Secret Life of the San-
dinistas,’’ will be available in the near future
through the Library of Congress. I would en-
courage all of my colleagues who have either
a general interest in international affairs or a
specific interest in Nicaragua to review this ex-
cellent book.
f

RAYMOND ‘‘TIM’’ GORECKI NAMED
1997 PERSON OF THE YEAR BY
THE COUNCIL OF SOUTH SIDE
ADVANCEMENT ASSOCIATIONS

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
congratulate Mr. Raymond ‘‘Tim’’ Gorecki, on
being named one of the 1997 Persons of the
Year by the Council of South Side Advance-
ment Associations.

By honoring Tim, the Council of South Side
Advancement is recognizing a man who has
served Milwaukee’s south side for over 20
years. In that time, he has had a direct impact
on the lives of many Milwaukeeans.

Tim Gorecki has shown his dedication to his
community through his involvement in several
organizations. In addition to serving on the
Board of Directors for the Council of South
Side Advancement Associations, Tim also
served as the Sergeant at Arms for the Mil-
waukee County Council of the American Le-
gion, and is a member of the South Side Busi-
ness Club and the George Washington Le-
gion. Tim’s involvement in these organizations
demonstrates his commitment to Milwaukee.

Tim Gorecki has clearly set an example for
all of us to follow. I join the Council of South
Side Advancement Associations in commend-
ing Tim Gorecki on his outstanding dedication
to the south side of Milwaukee, and I con-
gratulate him on being named one of the 1997
Persons of the Years.
f

IN SUPPORT OF TRIO PROGRAMS

HON. EARL F. HILLIARD
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of one of the best educational and
welfare reform tools available today in the
United States, our TRIO programs. The TRIO
program is designed to identify students in
need and provide them with information on
academics; financial aid; tutoring support; and
other needed services so they may have a
chance to enter and graduate from a post-
secondary institution. I can think of no better
use of our precious fiscal resources than pro-
viding someone with the tools to earn their
own way in this world.

I also wish to applaud the efforts of the
TRIO program at Stillman College in Tusca-
loosa, AL. Under the direction of Stillman’s
president, Dr. Cordell Wynn, and the director
of their TRIO program, Mr. Vernon Freeman,
I feel we have one of the more forward reach-
ing programs in the country. In closing, I wish
to offer a special commendation to the parents
of our TRIO students for the encouragement,
participation and love which they have shown
to their children. For after all, one of the great-
est legacies which we may leave our children,
is a sound education in which they may build
their future.
f

REFORM OF THE 1872 MINING LAW

HON. GEORGE MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, in
the long and expensive history of corporate
welfare, no law has evaded reform more suc-
cessfully than the mining law of 1872. For 125
years, since the administration of Ulysses S.
Grant, this law has governed hard rock mining
in America. And throughout those 125 years,
as billions of dollars in public gold, silver, and
other valuable resources have been mined,
the taxpayers have not received one dime in
royalties.
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We don’t treat any other resource that

way—not coal, not water, not oil or gas. No
State allows mining on its land without some
royalty. No private landowner tolerates it. No
foreign nation. ‘‘Only in America,’’ as they say,
would we give away billions of dollars in gold
and ask nothing for the taxpayers who own it.

But it isn’t fair to say we get nothing from
the mining activity. The mining industry has
left behind a legacy of environmental destruc-
tion—including hundreds of thousands of
abandoned, toxic and contaminated minesites,
that threaten our environment, our public
health and our public lands and wildlife.

Fifty-nine sites on the Superfund list are the
result of hardrock mining. According to the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, mine wastes
have polluted more than 12,000 miles of our
Nation’s waterways and 180,000 acres of
lakes and reservoirs. At least 50 billion tons of
untreated, unreclaimed mining wastes—includ-
ing arsenic, cadmium, copper, cyanide, iron,
lead, mercury, sulphur, and zinc-contaminate
public and private lands. The costs of clean-
up is in the tens of billions of dollars.

Those of us who represent western States
know there are special problems resulting
from past mining activity.

In California, the inactive Iron Mountain
mine discharges one-fourth of the entire na-
tional discharge of copper and zinc to surface
waters from industrial and municipal sources,
according to the EPA. The city of Redding can
no longer use the Sacramento River for drink-
ing water because of the contamination levels.

In Colorado, a father and son were riding
their motorbikes cross-county when they
plunged into an unmarked abandoned mine.
The son was killed.

In Nevada, long-abandoned Comstock Lode
gold and silver mines are leaching heavy met-
als into the Carson River, not far from Lake
Tahoe.

In Montana, windblown heavy metal particu-
lates from old mine tailings forced official to
replace high-school baseball fields around
Butte.

In Idaho, EPA found lead levels in the area
downwind from the abandoned Bunker Hill sil-
ver mine to be 30 times higher than the maxi-
mum levels deemed ‘‘safe.’’ Nearly all of the
179 children living within 1 mile of the site
have potentially brain-impairing lead levels in
their blood.

This is the legacy—not only of an anti-
quated mining program that let mining compa-
nies run amok, but of a Congress that has ig-
nored the mounting cost to taxpayers, to the
environment, and to public health. It has to
end.

The bills Senator DALE BUMPERS and I are
introducing today will raise $1.5 billion directly
from the industry that has profited from the
mining program in order to clean-up the leg-
acy of the mining program. Our bills will: Im-
pose a 5-percent net smelter return royalty on
all hard rock minerals mined from public lands
to that taxpayers will—finally—receive a fair
return on the extraction of hard rock minerals
from public lands; impose a reclamation fee
on all hard rock minerals mined from lands
patented under the 1872 mining law; and
close the depletion allowance loophole so that
mining operators can no longer take a tax
credit for depleting taxpayers’ mineral wealth.

Overhaul of the mining law is long overdue.
Powerful special interests, with the help of a
few members of Congress, have literally lined

their pockets with gold. And the taxpayer and
the environment have paid the price. These
bills will finally begin to give a fair return to the
taxpayer and restore despoiled public lands.

Why might we succeed in 1997 were we
have failed before? Because, I believe, the
public is demanding an end to the multi-billion
dollar orgy of corporate welfare that swells our
deficit every year. Because the Clinton admin-
istration has targeted the mining program for
reform in its 1998 budget. Because we are
winning bipartisan support for ending outdated
and expensive Federal subsidies. And be-
cause, even in the mining States of the West,
four out of five Americans support mining re-
form.

It is a disgrace that on the eve of the 21st
century, taxpayers and the environment con-
tinue to be ripped off by an antiquated law
from the 19th century. If Congress is serious
about reducing wasteful and unjustified cor-
porate welfare, we should begin by reforming
the mining law of 1872.
f

NOT WHOM YOU TELL, BUT HOW
YOU KNOW

HON. NORMAN D. DICKS
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, several Members
of the House of Representatives, including the
chairman of the Republican Congressional
Campaign Committee, have made some rath-
er hasty public statements concerning the re-
corded cellular telephone call involving Speak-
er GINGRICH and all of its legal ramifications.
Many claims have been made about the laws
that are applicable to disclosure of confidential
information, but I am concerned there has
been insufficient legal research into the stat-
utes involved and into the legal precedents in
existence. In this regard, Mr. Speaker, I am
submitting for the RECORD an analysis that
was printed in this week’s National Law Jour-
nal by an expert first amendment lawyer
whose practice involved areas of
newsgathering, publishing, and broadcasting.
In this article, Victor A. Kovner takes issue
with an assertion made by allies of Speaker
GINGRICH who were involved in the recorded
conversation. Specifically, the charge was
made that forwarding and publishing informa-
tion from such a conversation was a felony. In
this article, Mr. Kovner explores the Federal
wiretap statute (18 U.S.C. 2510 et seq.) as it
pertains to recorded conversations and con-
cludes that ‘‘there is scant authority for finding
a criminal violation based on mere disclosure
by a person who had no role in the underlying
recording.’’

I urge my colleagues to carefully consider
Mr. Kovner’s compelling reasoning as pre-
sented in the National Law Journal.

[From the National Law Journal, Feb. 10,
1997]

NOT WHOM YOU TELL, BUT HOW YOU KNOW

(By Victor A. Kovner)

Congressman Jim McDermott has ‘‘com-
mitted a felony,’’ New York Rep. Bill Paxon
charged at his initial press conference, refer-
ring to the alleged delivery by Mr.
McDermott, D-Wash., of the tape of the Newt
Gingrich strategy conference to the New
York Times and Atlanta Journal-Constitu-

tion. It is sad to see a fine career ‘‘disinte-
grate,’’ said Mr. Paxon.

Strong words, coming as they did from the
chair of the Republican Congressional Cam-
paign Committee and a participant in the
taped conversation in which, as later found
by Special Counsel James M. Cole, Speaker
Gingrich violated his promise to the Ethics
Committee not to orchestrate an effort to
minimize the charges brought against him.

But was there any basis for such a serious
charge by Mr. Paxon? Perhaps the Florida
couple who overheard the conversation on
their police scanner (equipment that has
been for years widely and lawfully available
at retail outlets around the country) may
have technically violated the Federal Wire-
tap Statute, 18 U.S.C. 2510 et seq., which was
amended in recent years to cover intercep-
tion of cellular and cordless calls, as well as
regular phone calls. Congress apparently in-
tended to provide for an expectation of pri-
vacy with the amendments, and the 8th U.S.
Circuit Court of Appeals agreed that cordless
phone calls made before the amendments did
not have a justifiable expectation of privacy.
Tyler v. Berodt, 877 F.2d 705 (8th Cir. 1989),
cert. denied, 110 S. Ct. 723 (1990).

What about the role of Mr. McDermott,
who reportedly sent copies to the news-
papers? Assuming those reports are accurate
(he has declined to define the role, if any, he
played), the Paxon theory goes, Mr.
McDermott violated the portion of the stat-
ute that bars disclosure of an illegal tape or
its contents.

This theory proves too much, for if Mr.
McDermott’s alleged conduct was criminal,
why not that of the New York Times or the
Atlanta Journal-Constitution? The statute
in question makes unlawful not only the un-
authorized interception or recording, but
also disclosure ‘‘knowing or having reason to
know’’ that the recording was unlawful. 18
U.S.C. 2511(1)(c). Why Bill Paxon presumed
that Jim McDermott had such knowledge
while the newspapers, which examined the
tape carefully and transcribed it in its en-
tirety, did not, is unclear. Notably, Mr.
Paxon did not charge either newspaper with
criminal conduct.

Though, in the context of civil claims for
damages, courts have taken various views of
the statute’s reach, there is scant authority
for finding a criminal violation based on
mere disclosure by a person who had no role
in the underlying recording. In 1993 a number
of people associated with Sen. Charles Robb,
D-Va., were fined for distributing illegal
tapes of personal calls of then-Lt. Gov. Doug-
las Wilder. Unlike the serendipitous record-
ing of the Gingrich strategy conference, the
Wilder tapes were made by a person who had
systemically and unlawfully recorded hun-
dreds of cellular calls.

PROTECTIVE PRECEDENT

But any attempt to prosecute people who
had no involvement in or knowledge of the
unlawful recording, such as Mr. McDermott
or the newspapers—neither of whom had any
prior association of any kind with the Flor-
ida couple—would face serious constitutional
problems. In Landmark Communications v.
Virginia, 435 U.S. 829 (1978), the Supreme
Court held that the First Amendment pro-
hibits criminal punishment for disclosure of
confidential judicial disciplinary proceedings
by nonparticipants in the proceedings. The
mere publication of truthful information,
even though confidential by law, was found
protected.

In dismissing a claim for invasion of pri-
vacy by a rape victim whose identity had
been inadvertently but unlawfully released
to a reporter by an employee of a sheriff’s of-
fice, the Supreme Court later noted, ‘‘We
hold only that where a newspaper publishes
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truthful information which it has lawfully
obtained, punishment may lawfully be im-
posed, if at all, only when narrowly tailored
to a state interest of the highest order.’’
Florida Star v. B.J.F., 490 U.S. 524, 109 S. Ct.
2603 (1989).

Given the extraordinary newsworthiness of
Speaker Gingrich’s violation of a commit-
ment he had just made as part of his plea
bargain, it is hard to imagine the presence of
a state interest of the ‘‘highest order’’ war-
ranting the institution of criminal proceed-
ings against Mr. McDermott or the news-
papers.

In a case similar to Landmark Commu-
nications, a California appellate court has
written, ‘‘[S]tate law cannot impose crimi-
nal or civil liability upon a nonparticipant
for breach of the confidentiality required by
[law].’’ Nicholson v. McClatchy Newspapers,
177 Cal. App. 3d 509,223 Cal. Rptr. 58 (Cal.
App. 3d Dist. 1986).

As a matter of common sense, the partici-
pants in the recorded conversation plainly
had a diminished expectation of privacy
when Rep. John A. Boehner, R-Ohio, joined
the conversation on his car phone. Surely
the others were aware that he was on a car
phone. Surely they were aware that cellular
phones may be recorded by nonparticipants
with equipment that has been sold lawfully
in thousands of stores throughout the coun-
try. If Speaker Gingrich was aware he was
participating in a nonsecure communication
and was then caught violating his commit-
ments to the Ethics Committee, he and Ohio
Republican Representative Boehner are prin-
cipally to blame. Under these circumstances,
any claim that the conduct of Jim
McDermott (or the newspapers) was felo-
nious would be reckless and irresponsible.

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE NATIONAL
CLEAN WATER TRUST FUND ACT
OF 1997

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, today, I am
introducing legislation to expedite the cleanup
of our Nation’s waters. This bill, the National
Clean Water Trust Fund Act of 1997, would
create a trust fund established from fines, pen-
alties, and other moneys collected through en-
forcement of the Clean Water Act to help alle-
viate the problems for which the enforcement
actions were taken. This legislation is identical
to a measure I introduced with bipartisan sup-
port in the last Congress, and it was the
model for a amendment that received 156
votes in 1995 during House consideration of
legislation to reauthorize the Clean Water Act.

Currently, there is no guarantee that fines or
other moneys that result from violations of the
Clean Water Act will be used to correct water
quality problems. Instead, some of the money
goes into the general fund of the U.S. Treas-
ury without any provision that it be used to im-
prove the quality of our Nation’s waters.

I am concerned that Environmental Protec-
tion Agency [EPA] enforcement activities are
extracting large sums of money from industry
and others through enforcement of the Clean
Water Act, while we ignore the fundamental
issue of how to pay for the cleanup of the
water pollution problems for which the pen-
alties were levied. If we are really serious
about ensuring the successful implementation
of the Clean Water Act, we should put these

enforcement funds to work and actually clean
up our Nation’s waters. It does not make
sense for scarce resources to go into the bot-
tomless pit of the Treasury’s general fund, es-
pecially if we fail to solve our serious water
quality problems due to lack of funds.

Specifically, my bill would establish a na-
tional clean water trust fund within the U.S.
Treasury for fines, penalties, and other mon-
eys, including consent decrees, obtained
through enforcement of the clean Water Act
that would otherwise be placed into Treasury’s
general fund. Under my proposal, the EPA Ad-
ministrator would be authorized to prioritize
and carry out projects to restore and recover
waters of the United States using the funds
collected from violations of the Clean Water
Act. However, this legislation would not pre-
empt citizen suits or in any way preclude
EPA’s authority to undertake and complete
supplemental environmental projects [SEP’s]
as part of settlements related to violations of
the Clean Water Act and/or other legislation.

For example, in 1993, Inland Steel an-
nounced a $54.5 million multimedia consent
decree, which included a $26 million SEP and
a $3.5 million cash payment to the U.S. Treas-
ury. I strongly support the use of SEP’s to fa-
cilitate the cleanup of serious environmental
problems, which are particularly prevalent in
my congressional district. However, my bill
would dedicate the cash payment to the
Treasury to the clean water trust fund. The bill
further specifies that remedial projects be with-
in the same EPA region where enforcement
action was taken. Northwest Indiana is in EPA
region 5, and there are 10 EPA regions
throughout the United States. Under my pro-
posal, any funds collected from enforcement
of the Clean Water Act in region 5 would go
into the national clean water trust fund and,
ideally, be used to clean up environmental im-
pacts associated with the problem for which
the fine was levied.

To illustrate how a national clean water trust
fund would be effective in cleaning up our Na-
tion’s waters, I would like to highlight the mag-
nitude of the fines that have been levied
through enforcement of the Clean Water Act.
Nationwide, in fiscal year 1996, EPA assessed
$85 million in penalties for violations of the
Clean Water Act.

My bill also instructs EPA to coordinate its
efforts with the States in prioritizing specific
cleanup projects. Finally, to monitor the imple-
mentation of the national clean water trust
fund, I have included a reporting requirement
in my legislation. One year after enactment,
and every 2 years thereafter, the EPA Admin-
istrator would make a report to Congress re-
garding the establishment of the trust fund.

My legislation has garnered the endorse-
ment of several environmental organizations in
northwest Indiana, including the Grand Cal-
umet Task Force, the Indiana Division of the
Izaak Walton League, and the Save the
Dunes Council. Further, I am encouraged by
the support within the national environmental
community and the Northeast-Midwest Con-
gressional Coalition for the concept of a Na-
tional Clean Water Trust Fund. I would also
like to point out that, in a 1992 report to Con-
gress on the Clean Water Act enforcement
mechanisms, and EPA workgroup rec-
ommended amending the Clean Water Act to
establish a national clean water trust fund.

In reauthorizing the Clean Water Act, we
have a unique opportunity to improve the qual-

ity of our Nation’s waters. The establishment
of a national clean water trust fund is an inno-
vative step in that direction. By targeting funds
accrued through enforcement of the Clean
Water Act—that would otherwise go into the
Treasury Department’s general fund—we can
put scarce resources to work and facilitate the
cleanup of problem areas throughout the
Great Lakes and across this country. I urge
my colleagues to support this important legis-
lation.
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ADDRESS TO THE PARLIAMENT OF
THE NAGORNO-KARABAGH RE-
PUBLIC

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, as the cochair
of the Congressional Caucus on Armenian Is-
sues, I traveled to the Republics of Armenia
and Nagorno-Karabagh in late January to
learn more about the courageous struggle of
the Armenian people as they try to build self-
sustaining economies and protect their land
and freedom.

In Armenia, I met with government officials
to discuss the role of the United States and
Armenia in preserving the security and eco-
nomic viability of Nagorno-Karabagh, where
peace is threatened by the territorial aggres-
sion of Azerbaijan.

Earlier in the week, on January 27, I was
most honored to be the first Member of Con-
gress from the United States to speak before
the Nagorno-Karabagh Parliament. I am pro-
viding my colleagues with a text of the speech
in hopes that it will help educate them to the
serious problems faced by the Armenian peo-
ple and enable Members to cast votes in the
future that could ease the suffering in that
troubled part of the world.

Mr. President, Mr. Foreign Minister, Mr.
Chairman and ladies and gentlemen.

It is a great honor for me to address the
elected legislature of the Republic of
Nagorno-Karabagh. As an elected legislator
myself, I see you as my colleagues and
friends, fellow-Parliamentarians and fellow-
democrats. Yet, to my deep regret, your
service to your homeland is not generally
granted the same recognition and respect
that my status as an elected official of my
country grants me around the world. This
situation must change. You have earned the
right to be accorded the respect of the inter-
national community as the legitimate rep-
resentatives of your land and your people.

I hope that my visit to Karabagh, and espe-
cially my presence in your legislative cham-
ber today, will contribute in some small way
to a growing international recognition that
the Republic of Nagorno-Karabagh is a re-
ality.

Just about one year ago today, I had the
privilege of meeting with President
Kocharian and Foreign Minister Ghoukasian
during their visit to Washington. While the
President and Foreign Minister were ac-
corded meetings with Members of Congress, I
regret that they were not accorded the type
of official welcome from the U.S. Adminis-
tration that they deserve. Despite the lack
of official recognition, the visit of the Presi-
dent and Foreign Minister did a great deal to
advance the cause of the Republic of
Nagorno-Karabagh, solidifying support
among the Armenian-American community,
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educating many U.S. foreign policy leaders,
and forging new bonds of friendship and un-
derstanding. When we met, the President ex-
pressed his hope that he would be able to re-
turn the hospitality that was shown to him
by friends of Karabagh during his visit to the
U.S. last year. I am proud to accept that
offer now. I appreciate the hospitality that
has been shown to me, and I look forward to
reporting back to the American people about
the courageous struggle of the people of
Karabagh to defend their land, their inde-
pendence and their freedom.

Before I outline some of my ideas and
hopes for how our two peoples can grow clos-
er in friendship and partnership, let me tell
you a little bit about myself and why I have
come here to your seat of government. I rep-
resent the Sixth Congressional District of
the State of New Jersey. The densely popu-
lated, ethnically diverse State I represent in-
cludes a significant number of Americans of
Armenian descent. Survivors of one of his-
tory’s most monstrous crimes, the Genocide
perpetrated against the Armenian people by
the Ottoman Turkish Empire, thousands of
Armenians came to America in search of a
new life. Many arrived with little more than
the shirts on their backs. Yet these immi-
grants, these survivors, and their sons and
daughters, grandsons and grandaughters,
have flourished and thrived, becoming one of
America’s most successful, well-educated
and affluent ethnic groups.

While there has for many years been wide-
spread support for the Armenian people
among U.S. lawmakers, I felt that these ef-
forts lacked a certain focus and cohesion. So,
two years ago, I founded an organization
within the Congress of the United States
known as the Congressional Caucus on Ar-
menian Issues. I invited my colleague, Con-
gressman John Porter of the State of Illinois
to serve with me as co-chairman. Although I
am a Democrat and Mr. Porter is a Repub-
lican, we put aside our partisan differences
to work for common approaches to support
the Armenian people. In just two years’
time, the membership of the Caucus in-
creased to 54—Democrats and Republicans,
from all regions of the vast United States of
America. Always there to support our efforts
is the Armenian Assembly, whose support
has made my visit here possible.

The Caucus has provided a forum to edu-
cate Congress and the public about develop-
ments in the Republics of Armenia and
Nagorno-Karabagh, and a vehicle to advocate
in support of the interests of the Armenian
people.

From the time of the collapse of the Soviet
Union, Americans have demonstrated their
solidarity with the Armenian people—in the
Diaspora, as well as in the Republics of Ar-
menia and Nagorno-Karabagh. America has
sought to provide support for the people of
the newly declared Republic of Armenia,
through humanitarian assistance, develop-
ment aid, the leveraging of capital invest-
ment and the facilitation of cultural and
educational contacts. The Freedom Support
Act of 1992 contains many important provi-
sions intended to engage the U.S. with the
Republics of the former U.S.S.R. One provi-
sion of that law has made it possible for hun-
dreds of Armenian students to visit the U.S.,
stay with families, go to schools and even
come to Capitol Hill in Washington. Meeting
with these bright young people, talking
about democracy and hopes for the future,
has been one of the real pleasures of my job.

Another very serious and significant provi-
sion of that landmark law, Section 907, pro-
hibits direct U.S. Government assistance to
the Government of the Republic of Azer-
baijan until that country lifts its blockade of
Armenia and Nagorno-Karabagh.

Preserving this law has been one of the
major goals of the Congressional Caucus on

Armenian Issues. We have had to withstand
very strong opposition from the well-fi-
nanced Azerbaijan lobbying campaign. In the
summer of 1995, during the debate on the
Foreign Operations Appropriations bill, the
legislation that provides for America to
honor its commitments and protect its inter-
ests overseas, Congressional friends of Arme-
nia were successful in maintaining the law. I
want to pay particular tribute to my friend
and colleague, Congressman Pete Visclosky
of the State of Indiana, a member of the Ar-
menian Issues Caucus, for his leadership in
maintaining the ban on aid to Azerbaijan.

While I support diplomatic solutions,
blockades not sanctioned by International
bodies must be regarded as illegal. Current
law prohibiting direct non-humanitarian
U.S. government assistance to the Govern-
ment of Azerbaijan is the correct policy. I
will continue to lead the opposition to all at-
tempts to weaken these sanctions until and
unless Azerbaijan stops strangling Armenia
and Karabagh.

I regret to report to date that the U.S.
Government has not provided any direct hu-
manitarian assistance to the people of
Karabagh. As many of you are aware, in 1996
the House of Representatives overwhelm-
ingly approved legislation that would have
authorized direct U.S. humanitarian assist-
ance to Karabagh. Unfortunately, the final
version of the legislation that was signed
into law did not allow for U.S. humanitarian
assistance to be provided to Karabagh.

This was a mistake for several reasons.
First, the fact that the final political status
of Nagorno-Karabagh has not yet been deter-
mined should not be an obstacle to providing
humanitarian assistance. The objective of
humanitarian assistance is to save lives and
is not intended to bestow political status or
challenge the sovereignty of a state. What-
ever the nature of a conflict, humanitarian
operations must be clearly, distinguished
from political and military efforts to achieve
peace. Second, humanitarian assistance
should be provided on the basis of need any-
where in the world. And I know that there
are serious needs that are not being met in
Karabagh. Third, in order to be an honest
and impartial broker, the United States
should provide humanitarian aid to all in the
region who need it. Such a policy would send
a strong message that the United States is
dealing fairly with all sides. The unimpeded,
unencumbered flow of humanitarian assist-
ance is a universal principle. I will work in
the coming year to ensure that U.S. humani-
tarian aid to Karabagh is provided on the
basis of expected needs.

While on the subject of the delivery of hu-
manitarian assistance, I wanted to point out
another major initiative of the Congres-
sional Caucus on Armenian Issues: passage of
the Humanitarian Aid Corridor Act. This law
states quite simply that countries which
block the delivery of U.S. humanitarian as-
sistance to another country will themselves
be ineligible for receiving humanitarian as-
sistance. While the legislation does not sin-
gle out any country, it would clearly include
the Republic of Turkey. Turkey is a recipi-
ent of huge amounts of U.S. military and ci-
vilian aid. Yet this country is engaged in the
unconscionable blockading of the Republic of
Armenia. The Corridor Act has become a
matter of law. Unfortunately, a waiver pro-
vision in the law has made enforcement less
effective. Our task is to step up enforcement,
to keep the pressure on Turkey to do the
right thing and lift the blockade. Removal of
the blockade would go a long way toward re-
lieving the suffering of the people of Arme-
nia and Karabagh, and would form the first
major confidence building measure to bring
peace, stability and, ultimately, economic
prosperity to the Caucasus region.

My friends, in America we have an expres-
sion that our differences amongst ourselves
must end at the water’s edge. Travelling as
both a citizen and an elected representative
of the United States of America, I am con-
scious of a certain obligation to defend the
policies and positions that my country holds.
Yet, as a citizen of a democracy, I believe in
the need to speak out against those policies
and positions with which I disagree. More
than 20 years ago, when I was studying inter-
national law and diplomacy, I learned that
there are two major guiding principles in re-
solving disputes: territorial integrity and
self-determination. In the case of Karabagh,
I am concerned that U.S. policy, and that of
other nations, leans too heavily on the side
of territorial integrity—even though the bor-
ders were drawn by the dictator Stalin to di-
vide the historically Armenian region of
Karabagh from the rest of the Armenian na-
tion, and despite the fact that the Helsinki
Final Act allots equal value to self-deter-
mination and territorial integrity. Of course,
the economic clout of oil interests seeking
to curry favor with Azerbaijan is a very
strong factor influencing policy in the re-
gion. I am not opposed, in fact, I specifically
support the exportation of Caspian Sea oil
across Armenia—but not at the expense of
the freedom and independence of the people
of Karabagh. Indeed, upon my return home,
it is my intention to meet with our new Sec-
retary of State, the Honorable Madeleine
Albright, to report on my findings and to
urge greater support for the interests and
needs of the people of Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabagh. I have met on several occasions
with the U.S. Special Negotiator for
Karabagh, who recognizes that the situation
in Karabagh is essentially without precedent
and will require creative diplomacy to solve.
I intend to maintain that dialogue. People of
good will can have principled differences, yet
continue to work toward a common ground.
America truly wants to play a helpful role in
resolving this dispute—and I mean an honor-
able resolution, not a solution dictated upon
the people of Karabagh.

We must see to it that the people of
Karabagh are guaranteed their security and
right to self-determination. Never again
should the Armenian people be subjected to
the pogroms, massacres and deportations
that occurred in Azerbaijan in 1988. It is my
belief that if the question of Karabagh were
settled on the basis of principles proposed by
Azerbaijan, the people of Nagorno-Karabagh
would be in constant fear of genocide, depor-
tation and massacre. It seems to me that the
only way to promote long-term peace and
stability is to respect the right of self-deter-
mination for the people of Nagorno-
Karabagh. Unfortunately, the international
community almost categorically rejects all
self-determination claims. This approach is
not only ineffective, but it often can prolong
conflicts. A blanket rejection of all self-de-
termination claims does not take into ac-
count that self-determination movements,
such as the Karabagh movement, are not all
alike and therefore ought to be treated dif-
ferently. With respect to the negotiations,
the OSCE Minsk Group’s mandate makes
clear that the final status of Nagorno-
Karagagh’s status is to be negotiated. I be-
lieve that any predetermination by the nego-
tiators jeopardizes prospects for a peaceful
and negotiated settlement.

Furthermore, no substantial progress can
be made in negotiations without the direct
participation of Nagorno-Karabagh. Clearly,
Azerbaijan’s refusal to recognize Nagorno-
Karabagh as a direct party to the conflict de-
fies logic and precludes serious negotiations.
Currently, a cease-fire is in effect, and I hope
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it holds for the foreseeable future. Azer-
baijan and Karabagh have exchanged pris-
oners of war and accomplished other agree-
ments. Yet this cease-fire is fragile, and does
not constitute the basis for a permanent so-
lution. Azerbaijan’s current refusal to recog-
nize Nagorno-Karabagh as the second party
to the dispute is neither constructive nor re-
alistic. To the extent that the positions
taken by the U.S. and the international com-
munity are contributing to Azerbaijan’s in-
transigence, we must reassess those policies
in light of the effect they might be having.

The Republic of Armenia must play a spe-
cial role in the peace process. I am spending
most of this week in Yerevan in meetings
with government officials, and discussions
over Armenia’s future role as guarantor of
Nagorno-Karabagh’s security and economic
viability, pursuant to international agree-
ments.

The people of Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabagh have turned adversity and devasta-
tion into advancement, economic progress
and the hope for a future based on long-term
peace. Surrounded by hostile neighbors, Ar-
menia and Nagorno-Karabagh look to the
United States and the international commu-
nity for support in their commitment to
democratic principles and a market econ-
omy. As the co-chair of the Congressional
Caucus on Armenian Issues, I am here to
learn more abut the plight of the Karabagh
people and to promote a peaceful solution to
the conflict.

Clearly, the people of Karabagh have
shown their courage and determination to
fight for their homeland—to die for it, if nec-
essary. Nagorno-Karabagh’s Army of Defense
has shown the ability to control strategic
territory. Your sovereignty is not just a
matter of future discussion or negotiation—
it is a matter of fact. In establishing an inde-
pendent homeland, you have won the war.
My goal and my pledge is to help you win the
peace.

f

HONORING VIKTOR
CHERNOMYRDIN

HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, last week an
extraordinary event took place here in the
United States. The Prime Minister of the Rus-
sian Federation, Viktor Chernomyrdin, was the
special guest of a dinner hosted by the Rus-
sian Jewish Congress and attended by busi-
ness and political Jewish leaders all across
America. During the ceremony, Prime Minister
Chernomyrdin was presented an award from
the president of the Russian Jewish Congress,
Mr. Vladimir Goussinsky, in recognition of his
commitment and efforts to insure religious
freedom and liberty in today’s Russia, particu-
larly the 1.5 million Jewish citizens now living
in that country.

Many of my colleagues in the Senate and
House also attended the dinner. Congressman
TOM LANTOS who moderated and offered
some poignant remarks about his own experi-
ence as a survivor of the Holocaust, was also
presented an award along with former U.S.
Senator Sam Nunn.

For many of us in Congress who attended
the event and have been actively involved in
Soviet Jewry over the years, this was a long-
awaited and richly satisfying moment. It was
not expected in our lifetime to see the estab-

lishment of a Russian Jewish Congress in
Moscow, nor did we ever expect to see a Rus-
sian Prime Minister on our soil proclaiming
support for the fundamental rights of the Jew-
ish inhabitants of that country.

Mr. Speaker, the Russian people and their
leaders are coping with the challenges and
even hardships inherent in forming a democ-
racy and market economy. It is not a pretty
picture, to be sure, by what we see in the
daily press. We know democracy is in its in-
fant stage and largely untested as is the econ-
omy, which is undergoing a painful trans-
formation and still lacks full public support.
However, Russia has made surprising strides
in respecting the inalienable rights of its citi-
zens. Where once there was suppression of
religious beliefs, we now see churches and
synagogues being restored. The old state pro-
hibition on immigration has been replaced with
relative freedom of movement both inside and
outside Russia.

The Russian Jewish Congress choose to
publicly recognize Mr. Chernomyrdin’s record
in full view of United States Congressmen and
high ranking officials and business and organi-
zational leaders and present an award to him
for his public commitment to preserving Jew-
ish culture and rights in that country.

In presenting the special award, Mr.
Goussinsky made reference to a recent event
which took place at a sacred Site, which is the
burial place for the millions who perished in
what is in Russia called the Great Patriotic
War. At this place a new synagogue has been
built and at the commemoration ceremony,
Prime Minister Chernomyrdin laid the first
stone and concluded his remarks with the
word ‘‘Shalom.’’ Mr. Goussinsky also noted
that in today’s Russia there are still different
opinions and attitudes and the fact that Prime
Minister Chyernomyrdin would make such an
appearance carried historic importance.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to add a second
historic event, which is the establishment of
the Russian Jewish Congress in January
1996. At the urging of Jewish leaders in the
United States and Israel, Mr. Vladimir
Goussinsky assumed the leadership for its for-
mation and is now serving as its first presi-
dent. As such, it is the first attempt to unite
the country’s foremost Jewish business, pub-
lic, religious, political, academic and cultural
leaders and will also give identity and purpose
to the Jewish culture, which has so long been
repressed in that nation. The congress has
approximately forty branches throughout the
Russian Federation that contribute to their
own communities.

During 1966, the congress launched the
construction of a Holocaust memorial syna-
gogue as part of the national World War II Me-
morial Park in Moscow. The Congress held
the ground-breaking ceremony for the Holo-
caust memorial synagogue in October of
1996, which was attended by Viktor
Chernomyrdin. It was the first Jewish event in
Russian history attended by a Russian Prime
Minister.

I applaud Mr. Goussinsky, Rabbi Pinchas
Goldschmidt and other leaders in Russia for
their efforts to create self sustaining, proud
and independent Jewish communities in Rus-
sia, just as they exist all over the world.

ETHICS PROCESS REFORM

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing, along with Representative DAVID
DREIER, a resolution to reform the House eth-
ics process by having private citizens help in-
vestigate charges of Member misconduct.

It has been clear for some time that the
process under which the House considers dis-
ciplinary action against Members is in need of
serious reform. Major breakdowns in the proc-
ess over the last several months may mean
that the House is finally ready to make the
needed changes.

The reform that Representative DREIER and
I are urging was develop during our work on
the Joint Committee on the Organization of
Congress, which we led during the 103d Con-
gress. The joint committee was charged with
considering and recommending institutional
changes that would make Congress more ef-
fective and help restore public confidence in
the institution. Ethics process reform was a
major focus of the joint committee, and we
considered it at length. The proposal that the
joint committee recommended with broad, bi-
partisan support is the one we are introducing
today.

Our proposal would help restore the integrity
of the House ethics process by involving out-
siders in the investigation of ethics complaints
against Members. The Speaker and the minor-
ity leader would jointly appoint a pool of 20
independent factfinders to be called on by the
Standards Committee for ethics investigations
as needed, on a case-by-case basis. These
individuals would be private citizens, and
might include, for example, former Members
or retired judges. Lobbyists and other individ-
uals with business before the House would not
be eligible. In a particular case, the Standards
Committee could call upon four or six of these
independent factfinders to investigate charges
of misconduct against a Member. They could
question witnesses, collect and examine evi-
dence, and then report their findings of fact
and recommendations to the full committee.
The committee would then make rec-
ommendations to the full House, and the full
House would make the final decision on
whether sanctions are appropriate.

This proposal still retains an appropriate role
for the Standards Committee and it does not
remove from the House its constitutional re-
sponsibility to police its Members for official
misconduct. It simply turns over the investiga-
tory phase of the ethics process to private citi-
zens. Involving outsiders in the process in a
meaningful way has several advantages. First,
it will help restore public confidence in the
process by reducing the inherent conflicts of
interest involved when Members judge fellow
Members—either that they are protecting a
friend and colleague or are misusing the eth-
ics process to attack an opponent. Second, it
will help ensure that ethics complaints are
acted on by the House more quickly. The ad-
dition of ordinary citizens to the process would
force action on cases that could be held up in-
definitely under the current system. Third, it
will alleviate the enormous time burdens on
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Members who serve on the Standards Com-
mittee, and will make serving on the commit-
tee much less onerous. Various other profes-
sions are increasingly calling on outsiders to
help them police their membership; the House
should too.

Our reform, as I mentioned, received strong
bipartisan support on the Joint Committee on
the Organization of Congress, and it is strong-
ly supported by congressional scholars includ-
ing Norm Ornstein of the American Enterprise
Institute, Tom Mann of the Brookings Institu-
tion, and Dennis Thompson, director of the
program in ethics and the professions at Har-
vard.

Mr. Speaker, it is essential that complaints
of unethical conduct by a Member of Con-
gress be investigated fully, impartially, and
promptly. We owe that to the accused Mem-
ber and we also owe that to the institution of
the House. I believe that this reform will help
insulate the ethics process from the partisan
rancor which sometimes exists in the House,
and will make the process fairer and more
credible to the public. It is an important step
in making the House more effective and in re-
storing public confidence in the institution.
f

COMPREHENSIVE WOMEN’S
PROTECTION ACT OF 1997

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to introduce the Comprehen-
sive Women’s Protection Act of 1997.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN and I introduced
this legislation last year and were extremely
gratified that several provisions were enacted.
We hope to build on those successes because
there is much more work to be done, particu-
larly for the women of America.

For instance, less than one-third of all
women retirees over age 55 receive pension
benefits compared to 55 percent of male retir-
ees. Yet the typical American woman who re-
tires can expect to live approximately 19
years. Sadly, over one-third of elderly women
living alone live below the poverty line and
three-fifths live within 150 percent of the pov-
erty line. Women’s pension benefits depend
on several factors including: participation in
the work force, lifetime earnings relative to
those of current or former husbands, and mar-
ital history.

There has been a long-term trend toward
greater labor market participation by women.
In 1940, only 28 percent of all women worked
and less than 15 percent of married women
worked. By 1993, almost 60 percent of all
women worked and married women were
slightly more likely than other women to be
working. The growth of women in the work
force is even more pronounced for women in
their prime earning years—ages 25–54. The
labor force participation rate for these women
increased from 42 percent in 1960 to 75 per-
cent in 1993. For married women in this age
bracket labor force participation increased
from 35 percent in 1960 to 72 percent in 1993.

Not only are more women working, they are
staying in the work force longer. For instance,
19 percent of married women with children
under age 6 worked in 1960; by 1993 60 per-

cent of these women were in the work force.
Similarly, 39 percent of married women with
children between the ages of 6 and 17 were
in the work force in 1960 and by 1993, fully 75
percent of these women were in the work
force.

Women’s median year-round, full-time cov-
ered earnings were a relatively constant 60
percent of men’s earnings until about 1980.
Since that time, women’s earnings have risen
to roughly 70 percent of men’s. This increase
will, in time, increase pension benefits for
women although this change will be slow be-
cause benefits are based on average earnings
over a lifetime.

A woman’s marital status at retirement is
also a critical factor in determining benefits.
The Social Security Administration projects
that the proportion of women aged 65 to 69
who are married will remain relatively constant
over the next 25 years, and that the proportion
who are divorced will more than double over
this period. There are tremendous inequities in
the law with respect to the pension of a widow
or divorced spouse. For instance, only about
54 percent of married private pension plan re-
cipients have selected a joint and survivor op-
tion, which, in the event of their death, will
continue to provide benefits to their spouse.

The face of women in America today has
changed; it’s time our pension laws recognize
those changes. The bill before us today does
just that. Representatives CONNIE MORELLA,
ELIZABETH FURSE, CORRINE BROWN, JULIA
CARSON, SHEILA JACKSON-LEE, MARCY KAPTUR,
NITA LOWEY, CAROLYN MALONEY, CARRIE
MEEK, JUANITA MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and LO-
RETTA SANCHEZ have agreed to be original co-
sponsors. We would welcome others. A sec-
tion by section follows. Thank you.

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY

SECTION 101—INTEGRATION

Problem—Social Security integration is a
little known, but potentially devastating
mechanism whereby employers can reduce a
portion of employer-provided pension bene-
fits by the amount of Social Security to
which an employee is entitled. The Tax Re-
form Act of 1986 limited integration so as to
guarantee a minimum level of benefits, but
the formula only applied to benefits accrued
in plan years beginning after December 31,
1988. Low wage workers are disproportion-
ately affected by integration and are often
left with minimal benefits.

Solution—Apply the integration limita-
tions of Tax Reform Act of 1986 to all plan
years prior to 1988, thereby minimizing inte-
gration for low and moderate wage workers.
In addition, eliminate integration entirely
for plan years beginning on or after January
1, 2004. The lag between enactment and 2004
is designed to be a transition period for em-
ployers. No integration would be permissible
for Simplified Employee Pensions for taxable
years beginning after January 1, 1998.

SECTION 102—APPLICATION OF MINIMUM COV-
ERAGE REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT TO SEP-
ARATE LINES OF BUSINESS

Problem—Current law allows companies
with several lines of business to deny a sub-
stantial percentage of employees pension
coverage. The employees denied coverage are
disproportionately low-wage workers.

Solution—Require that all employees with-
in a single line of business be provided pen-
sion coverage to the extent the employer
provides coverage and the employee meets
other statutory requirements such as mini-
mum age and hours.

SECTION 103—DIVISION OF PENSION BENEFITS
UPON DIVORCE

Problem—Pension assets are often over-
looked in divorce even though they can be a
couple’s most valuable asset.

Solution—Using COBRA as a model for the
process, provide for an automatic division of
defined benefit pension benefits earned dur-
ing the marriage upon divorce, provided that
the couple has been married for five years.
The employee would notify his or her em-
ployer of a divorce. The employer would then
send a letter to the ex-spouse informing him
or her that he or she may be entitled to half
of the pension earned while the couple was
married. The ex-spouse would then have 60
days, as under COBRA, to contact the em-
ployer and determine eligibility. If a Quali-
fied Domestic Relations Order (QDRO) dealt
with the pension benefits, then this provi-
sion would not apply.

SECTION 104—CLARIFICATION OF CONTINUED
AVAILABILITY OF REMEDIES RELATING TO
MATTERS TREATED IN DOMESTIC RELATIONS
ORDERS ENTERED INTO BEFORE 1985

Problem—In response to both the greater
propensity of women to spend their retire-
ment years in poverty and the fact that
women were much less likely to earn private
pension rights based on their own work his-
tory, the Retirement Equity Act of 1984 gave
the wife the right to a share of her husband’s
pension assets in the case of divorce. This
law only applied to divorces entered into
after January 1, 1985.

Solution—Where a divorce occurred prior
to 1985, allow the Qualified Domestic Rela-
tions Order (QDRO) to be reopened to provide
for the division of pension assets pursuant to
a court order.

SECTION 105—ENTITLEMENT OF DIVORCED
SPOUSES TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT ANNU-
ITIES INDEPENDENT OF ACTUAL ENTITLEMENT
OF EMPLOYEE

Problem—Under the Railroad Retirement
System a divorced wife is automatically en-
titled to 50% of her husband’s pension under
Tier I benefits as long as four conditions are
met: 1) the divorced wife and her husband
must both be a least 62 years old; 2) the cou-
ple must have been married for at least 10
consecutive years; 3) she must not have re-
married when she applies; and 4) her former
husband must have started collecting his
own railroad retirement benefits. There have
been situations where a former husband has
delayed collection of benefits so as to deny
the former wife benefits.

Solution—Eliminate the requirement that
the former husband has started collecting
his own railroad retirement benefits.

SECTION 201—EXTENSION OF TIER II RAILROAD
RETIREMENT BENEFITS TO SURVIVING FORMER
SPOUSES PURSUANT TO DIVORCE AGREEMENTS

Problem—The Tier I benefits under the
Railroad Retirement Board take the place of
social security. The Tier II benefits take the
place of a private pension. Under current
law, a divorced widow loses any court or-
dered Tier II benefits she may have been re-
ceiving while her ex-husband was alive, leav-
ing her with only a Tier I annuity.

Solution—Allow payment of a Tier II sur-
vivor annuity after divorce.

SECTION 202—SURVIVOR ANNUITIES FOR WIDOWS,
WIDOWERS, AND FORMER SPOUSES OF FED-
ERAL EMPLOYEES WHO DIE BEFORE ATTAINING
AGE FOR DEFERRED ANNUITY UNDER CSRS

Problem—In the case of a husband dying
before collecting benefits, his contributions
to the Civil Service Retirement System are
paid to the person named as the ‘‘bene-
ficiary.’’ The employee may name anyone as
the beneficiary. A divorce court cannot order
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him to name his former spouse as the bene-
ficiary to receive a refund of contributions
upon his death, even if she was to receive a
portion of his pension.

Solution—Authorize courts to order the
ex-husband to name his former wife as the
beneficiary of all or a portion of any re-
funded contributions.
SECTION 203—COURT ORDERS RELATING TO FED-

ERAL RETIREMENT BENEFITS FOR FORMER
SPOUSES OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

Problem—Currently, under CSRS, if the
husband dies after leaving the government
(either before or after retirement age) and
before starting to collect retirement bene-
fits, no retirement or survivor benefits are
payable to the spouse or former spouse.

Solution—Make widow or divorced widow
benefits payable no matter when the ex-hus-
band dies or starts collecting his benefits.
SECTION 301—SMALL 401(K) PLANS REQUIRED TO

PROVIDE ANNUAL INVESTMENT REPORTS TO
PARTICIPANTS

Problem—Current law requires that pen-
sion plans file an annual detailed investment
report with the Treasury Department and
make it available to any participant upon re-
quest. Pension plans, including 401(k)s, with
fewer than 100 participants and beneficiaries
are not required to file or make detailed in-
vestment reports available to participants.
401(k)s, unlike traditional pension plans, do
not have the plan sponsor guaranteeing their
pension benefits nor do they have PBGC pen-
sion insurance. Consequently small 401(k)
participants bear the investment risks, but
are not told what the investments are.

Solution—The Secretary of Labor must
issue regulations requiring small 401(k) plans
to provide each participant with an annual
investment report. The details of the report
are left to the Secretary.

SECTION 302—SECTION 401(K) INVESTMENT
PROTECTION

Problem—Under federal law, a traditional
defined benefit pension plan may not invest
more than 10% of its assets in the company
sponsoring the plan. The purpose of the limi-
tation is to protect employees from losing
their jobs and pensions at the same time.
The 10% limitation does not apply to 401(k)
plans, despite their having become the pre-
dominant form of pension plan, enrolling 23
million employees and investing more than
$675 billion.

Solution—Apply the 10% limit to employee
contributions to 401(k) plans—unless the par-
ticipants, not the company sponsoring the
plan, make the investment decisions.

SECTION 401—MODIFICATIONS OF JOINT AND
SURVIVOR ANNUITY REQUIREMENTS

Problem—Under current federal law, tradi-
tional defined benefit pension plans can offer
unequal survivor benefit options. That op-
tion can pay the surviving spouse (most
often the wife) only half the survivor’s bene-
fit paid to the spouse who participated in the
plan. Plans may, but are not required, to
offer more equitable options. Current law
also requires that pension plans disclose re-
tirement benefit options to one spouse, the
spouse who participated in the plan. This
leaves the other spouse (usually the wife) un-
informed about an irrevocable decision that
affects her income for the rest of her life.

Solution—Require that pension plans offer
an additional option that provides either
surviving spouse with two-thirds of the bene-
fit received while both were alive. Require
that both spouses be given a illustration of
benefits before any benefit can be chosen.
SECTION 501—SPOUSAL CONSENT REQUIRED FOR

DISTRIBUTIONS FROM SECTION 401(K) PLANS

Problem—Under current federal law, in
order for a plan participant to take a lump

sum distribution from a defined benefit plan,
the participant must have the consent of his
or her spouse. This is not true of a 401(k)
plan.This means that a participant can, at
any time, drain his or her pension plan and
leave the spouse with no access to retire-
ment savings.

Solution—Require that 401(k) plans be cov-
ered by the same spousal consent protections
as defined plans when it comes to lump-sum
distributions.

SECTION 601—WOMEN’S PENSION TOLL-FREE
PHONE NUMBER

Problem—One of the key obstacles to wom-
en’s pension security is lack of information.
Too many women do not know whether or
not they are eligible for retirement income,
the implications of the decisions they are
asked to make regarding divorce and survi-
vor benefits, the steps they should take to
provide for a secure retirement, or even how
to gather the necessary information.

Solution—Create a women’s pension hot-
line that can provide basic information to
women regarding pension law and their op-
tions under that law.

SECTION 701—PERIODIC PENSION BENEFITS
STATEMENTS

Problem—Under federal law, pension plans
are required to provide a benefits statement
annually, upon request by the employee.
Many employees, especially young employ-
ees, do not consider pension income or do not
feel secure requesting information from
their employer. Thus, many employees do
not know the amount of their accrued bene-
fits, or payout upon retirement. In addition,
there are numerous instances of defined con-
tribution plans misappropriating money by
failing to place funds in the employee’s ac-
count. Unless an employee asks for a state-
ment, he or she does not have a clear idea of
the state of his or her retirement security,
or if the funds are being properly placed.

Solution—Require that 401(k) plans pro-
vide benefits statements automatically at
least once year. For defined benefit plans,
due to the more complicated calculation re-
quired to produce an accurate future benefits
statement, require that a statement be auto-
matically provided every three years.

f

UPON THE INTRODUCTION OF THE
‘‘DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION AF-
FILIATION ACT’’

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
be the chief Democratic cosponsor of H.R.
669, the Depository Institution Affiliation Act,
introduced by Chairman RICHARD BAKER. The
goal of modernizing our financial services in-
dustry has been a longstanding objective of
mine and many other Members of Congress,
as well as many in the financial services in-
dustry. Unfortunately, that goal has eluded us
to date.

The purpose of any financial modernization
legislation should be to encourage the devel-
opment of a competitive and efficient financial
services system. Such a system should pro-
vide consumers with financial services at the
lowest possible cost, while at the same time
ensuring safety and soundness. In fact, a
competitive industry providing a broader range
of services enhances the safety and sound-
ness of the industry, rather than reducing it.
Indeed, it is the narrowness and rigidity of the

bank charter that has been responsible for the
banking industry’s loss of market share over
the past several decades.

There are several different approaches to fi-
nancial modernization being discussed in this
Congress, as has been the case in all pre-
vious debates. Of all of these, Chairman
BAKER’s legislation—which is the companion
to Senator D’AMATO’s bill in the Seante—is the
broadest, and therefore I believe offers the
best opportunity for Congress to debate the
full range of issues related to modernization. It
is expected that the administration will soon
present its own proposal to Congress, and I
believe it also will be broad in scope. In order
to get the job done, it is critical that we work
on a bipartisan basis and in close cooperation
with the Senate and the administration.

If we are to seriously take up the mod-
ernization issue, we must not restrict our-
selves to considering only delimited legislation
which addresses a very finite array of issues.
Such legislation is necessary too narrow in
scope to reflect the rapidly changing financial
services market. Nor should we assume that
legislation passed by the Banking Committee
in previous years is a model for reform today.
As the financial marketplace evolves, Con-
gress must explore that evolution. We must at-
tempt to understand its implications, ask criti-
cal questions about the most effective means
of regulating new developments, and only then
consider the most effective legislative vehicle
for achieving reform.

Despite our previous failures to pass legisla-
tion, the debate in Congress over financial
modernization has been progressing along
with the evolution in the marketplace. Indeed,
issues on which there was major disagree-
ment in past debates are now a matter of near
consensus. For example, many now agree
that the total separation between commercial
and investment banking is artificial in today’s
financial world.

No bill before this House has yet found the
perfect resolution of the many issues we must
address, including this one. But our bill has
the advantage of raising the full range of is-
sues we must study if we are to legislate intel-
ligently. First, we need to understand more
fully the appropriate relationship between
banking and commerce. The affiliation of
banks with commercial firms is an issue with
a long and controversial history, and one on
which many have strong and often contradic-
tory opinions. However, very few of us ade-
quately understand the rationale for allowing
affiliations between banking and nonbanking
or commercial firms. It is difficult to even
agree on the meaning of the word ‘‘commer-
cial.’’

The proposal to allow banks to affiliate with
commercial firms should not be an ideological
issue requiring one to take sides. There are
beneficial aspects to linkages between bank-
ing and commercial firms, as well as some
very legitimate concerns which should be ad-
dressed. I believe it is possible to strike a bal-
ance. We can place appropriate limitations on
the affiliations between banks and commercial
firms, while retaining the benefits of such affili-
ations and recognizing that companies in
which some mix of banking and commerce al-
ready exists have posed no harm and done
much good.

We also need to recognize that there are a
broad range of nonbanking activities that
some might consider ‘‘commercial.’’ Some of
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these are clearly financial in nature and have
a close relationship to banking. Other non-
banking activities are technological in nature,
making them crucial to the ability of banking
organizations to compete with nonbank firms
offering similar technology-based financial
products. Other nonbanking activities involve
making passive equity investments in commer-
cial firms.

Before making any definitive decisions
about the combination of banking and com-
mercial firms, we need to understand more
fully some of the complexities involved. This
bill will contribute to that debate.

Second, we need to gain a better under-
standing of holding company regulation—
whether it is needed, and what is its proper
scope. In particular, we need to explore the
question of whether a holding company is the
most effective means of promoting competi-
tiveness in the financial services market. In
short, we need to understand the benefits as
well as the disadvantages of a holding com-
pany structure.

Third, we need a more thorough under-
standing of how functional regulation would
operate in reality. The basic concept is simple,
but its application is not. The current regu-
latory structure mirrors to some degree the
truncated system it regulates. A new system
cannot so readily be forced back into an old
framework.

On all these questions, our goal should be
to maintain an openmind, and explore the is-
sues fully. I encourage my colleagues to en-
gage in as far-reaching a debate as possible,
because that process will result in a superior
legislative product.

I congratulate Chairman BAKER for his ongo-
ing contribution to the vital goal of financial
services modernization and pledge my support
to work for a bill that addresses the issues in
the most comprehensive way possible.
f

THE CITIZENS’ CHOICE ACT

HON. MARTIN OLAV SABO
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker. It has been clear
for many years that our campaign finance sys-
tem must be reformed. Recent events have
raised public awareness of this need, and I
am glad that the issue is now near the top of
our agenda.

Reforming our campaign finance system is
one of the most difficult problems before Con-
gress. In the past, sweeping comprehensive
reform has yielded a multitude of unintended
consequences. Our campaign system is com-
plex, and it will not yield to easy solutions or
quick fixes. That is why I am introducing legis-
lation that takes a small but important step in
the right direction—toward limiting campaign
spending and leveling the playing field be-
tween challengers and incumbents.

My bill, the Citizens’ Choice Act, creates a
voluntary system of publicly financed general
elections to the U.S. House of Representa-
tives. Under my bill, a House of Representa-
tives general election trust fund would be
funded by a voluntary $5 check-off on income
tax returns, and would consist of one account
per political party in every congressional dis-
trict. Candidates who accepted money from

this fund must agree to spend no more than
$600,000 on their campaigns. The spending
limit would be waived if a candidate’s oppo-
nent refuses to participate in the public fund-
ing and raises at least $100,000. My bill also
includes a blanket prohibition on all House
general election candidates from loaning more
than $500,000 to their own campaigns.

My bill addresses the most common criti-
cism of public financing proposals: that tax-
payers should not subsidize the campaigns of
candidates they oppose. That is why I would
allow people to choose which party would re-
ceive their tax dollars. This eliminates the
problem, while creating greater opportunity for
citizens to get involved in the electoral proc-
ess.

Mr. Speaker, some Members are too ready
to believe that citizens strongly oppose public
financing. I believe it is time for Congress to
take another look at public financing of cam-
paigns. Widespread frustration with our current
system has grown to the point that Americans
demand new solutions. People want fair cam-
paigns, and I believe the American people will
understand that an appropriate combination of
public financing and spending limits is an ef-
fective way to govern our campaign system. I
also feel that citizens will welcome the oppor-
tunity to support our political system through
my proposed check-off.

I urge my colleagues to look beyond any
preconceived notions they may have about
public financing of campaigns, and support
legislation that gives citizens a choice in fi-
nancing our electoral process.
f

THE DIAMOND ROAR OF THE BAY
CITY LION’S CLUB

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, in addition to

keeping full-time jobs, volunteers spend long
and tireless hours helping others while in re-
turn they are not paid and receive no financial
gain. A truly dedicated and committed group
of volunteers, the Lions Club of Bay City, will
celebrate its 75th anniversary on February 22,
1997. The Lions Club of Bay City has made
an indisputable difference for the citizens of
Bay City.

Chartered on December 8, 1921, the club
has had more than 1,205 members during its
75 years in existence. Thirty-five local commu-
nity-spirited men who were committed to im-
proving their community founded the club.
They established the club’s motto: ‘‘We
Serve,’’ and serve they did. The club contin-
ues their legacy, serving the citizens of Bay
City with a dedicated spirit and wholehearted
devotion.

The Lions Club of Bay City has raised more
than $1 million which they have used to im-
prove the lives of many citizens. Under the ca-
pable leadership of the club’s president, Leon-
ard Kaczorwoski, the 238 members have com-
pleted many incredible projects throughout
Bay City, including providing services for vi-
sion and hearing impaired individuals. The
club also built and developed a park pavilion
while at the same time completing work on a
playground in Bigelow Park.

The club should be proud of its accomplish-
ments and of its impressive membership num-

bers. The Bay City chapter is the largest Lions
Club in Michigan, the 5th largest in the United
States, and the 15th largest in the world.

The loyal volunteers represent the spirit of
volunteerism and community service that has
made our country one of the greatest Nations
in the world. I ask my colleagues to join me
in wishing the Bay City Lions Club a hearty
congratulations for 75 years of success.
f

IN HONOR OF ALEX SMITH ON HIS
90TH BIRTHDAY

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,

I rise today to bring to the attention of my col-
leagues the great achievements of Alex Smith
and the East Side Peace Action Committee.
This outstanding organization in my district
has worked for 40 years on world peace and
nuclear disarmament issues.

The East Side Peace Action Committee,
which has been led by Mr. Smith for 40 years,
was born out of the Committee for a Sane Nu-
clear Policy in 1957. It was established in a
time when Americans first felt fear over the
threat of nuclear war. Early on, the members
of the East Side chapter recognized the dan-
gers of stockpiling nuclear weapons and band-
ed together to work on ending ‘‘mutually as-
sured destruction,’’ or MAD, as a national
campaign. Participants in this cause have in-
cluded Eleanor Roosevelt, Dr. Benjamin
Spock, Senator Wayne Morse, Norman Cous-
ins, and many others.

The East Side chapter would not have been
so successful if it were not for Mr. Alex Smith,
a long time resident of the 14th Congressional
District. Mr. Smith has spearheaded the East
Side chapter and served our community since
1957. He is a remarkable leader and organizer
and has received widespread recognition for
his work on peace issues and for ending the
threat of nuclear annihilation. His labor and
struggle has truly made our world a safer
place, especially now that the chances of nu-
clear war has greatly diminished.

Alex Smith, for the past 40 years, has been
an advocate for eliminating nuclear weapons
and has provided leadership for the East Side
Peace Action Committee. It is for these rea-
sons and many more that I would like to rec-
ognize Mr. Smith on his 90th birthday.
f

SALUTE TO AN OUTSTANDING
MILWAUKEEAN

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I want to take

this opportunity to salute one of Milwaukee’s
outstanding citizens, Bonnie Szortyka Peter-
son.

Ms. Peterson is featured in February’s Mil-
waukee Magazine in a story called ‘‘One
Woman’s War.’’ It’s an appropriate title for a
remarkable woman. The article calls Ms. Pe-
terson ‘‘the State’s staunchest advocate for
the blind’’ and ‘‘the toughest critic of the sys-
tem built to help them.’’ I’m sure those who
read the article will agree.
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I ask that the article be included in the

RECORD.
ONE WOMAN’S WAR

(By Mary Van de Kamp Nohl)
The state’s staunchest advocate for the

blind is the toughest critic of the system
built to help them. How Bonnie Peterson be-
came a rebel, ‘‘the blind bitch’’ and the last
hope for those who are about to give up hope.

Long after the other teens at the sleepover
party had stopped talking about the job fair
at New Berlin High School and dozed off, 15-
year-old Bonnie Szortyka lay awake. It was
1968, and Bonnie had dreamt of becoming an
airline stewardess, but now the dream was
dead. A stewardess had to have perfect vi-
sion.

She thought of becoming a teacher, but no,
a teacher had to see a student with his hand
raised and Bonnie could see a hand only if it
was held a foot from her face. A teacher had
to keep up with all of the paperwork and
Bonnie could not.

As hard as she had worked to hide her
blindness, the truth was catching up with
her. Her Herculean effort to eke out passing
grades by putting in three times the hours
her classmates did, writing with her nose
scraping across a page until the headaches
became intolerable, the endless hours spent
with her mother reading schoolwork to her—
all of it was for naught.

Visions of careers, husbands and children
filled the heads of the slumbering teens
around her, but as dawn approached, Bonnie
could not imagine any job that would allow
her to leave home and have a life of her own.
Just taking up space and air and food with-
out giving anything back, she thought, was
no life at all.

The next night, knowing that it was a sin
that would send her straight to hell and dis-
grace her family, but unable to pretend any-
more, Bonnie Szortyka chocked down the
contents of a giant economy bottle of aspi-
rin. She went to bed and waited to die.

Her body began to shake uncontrollably,
but it was the sudden deathly silence, the
nothingness of death that terrified her and
she dragged herself to the living room where
her parents were watching TV. Bonnie didn’t
die, but the girl released from West Allis Me-
morial Hospital the next day to her sobbing
father had changed. She didn’t want to die
anymore; she wanted to fight.

Born of despair and nurtured by anger, the
seed planted that night would grow into a
lifetime crusade. Today, at age 44, Bonnie
Szortyka Peterson, an adjunct public speak-
ing professor at the University of Wisconsin-
Parkside and president of the National Fed-
eration of the Blind of Wisconsin (NFB), bat-
tles negative attitudes toward blindness and
the low expectations and wasted lives that
grow out of them.

Yet those negative attitudes—held by both
the sighted and the blind—are the bedrock of
the system Wisconsin has built to help this
state’s 50,000 legally blind individuals, Peter-
son ways, ‘‘a system that makes the disabled
more dependent instead of independent.’’

Says Peterson: ‘‘What happens to blind
people in Wisconsin today is just like what
happened to the black slaves. We’re being
kept in our place . . . kept from reading,
writing and connecting, from moving up.’’

Peterson’s personal war has taken her to
testify before the state Legislature and U.S.
Congress. It has made her an enemy of the
state teachers’ union and a critic of Wiscon-
sin’s school for the blind. She has targeted
the state’s vocational training programs and
battled sheltered workshops for the disabled.
Her candor has made her both villain and
hero. Civil servants call her ‘‘the blind
bitch’’; members of the blind community call
her their ‘‘last hope.’’

It’s said that blindness and death are the
things people fear most, but Peterson ways
blindness need not be any more limiting
than shortness or obesity. ‘‘It just requires
alternative ways of doing things: Braille in-
stead of print, a cane instead of using your
eyes to get around.’’ With her long white
cane, she navigates the maze of state offices
with such finesse that less skilled visually
impaired civil servants suggest she is faking
her blindness. ‘‘It is so hard for them to
imagine a successful blind person, they have
to think that,’’ she says.

A person is legally blind when his vision is
20/200; that is, he has one-tenth the visual
acuity of a normal sighted person. Medical
records show Peterson’s vision, at 20/300, is
worse than that. There are 6.4 million vis-
ually impaired individuals in the United
States: Twenty-seven percent are legally
blind like Peterson. Only 6 percent have no
vision at all. For most, blindness is not a
black-and-white issue, but a shade of gray.

Like the country’s revolutionary founders,
Peterson believes that an overbearing gov-
ernment eats out the substance of a man.
Last fall, when state agencies staged a semi-
nar for rehabilitation workers and their cli-
ents, one session was called ‘‘Sexuality and
Disabilities.’’ Says Peterson: ‘‘Most people
have sex with their eyes closed anyway, but
these people think we’re so helpless we can’t
even make love without them helping us. It
makes me want to cry.’’

But Peterson doesn’t want compassion.
When an area charity offered to raise money
for the Federation by showing helpless blind
children in order to ‘‘tug at the heart-strings
and loosen donors’ purse strings,’’ she turned
it down. ‘‘We don’t need more pictures of pa-
thetic blind people.’’

Peterson vowed to fight her war without
them. But she is fighting a battle against en-
trenched special interests. She is battling
bureaucratic arrogance and incompetence at
a time when the public has become so numb
to government scandal it may barely notice.
But none of this will make Bonnie Peterson
stop fighting.

BIRTH OF A REBEL

Bonnie Szortyka was only a few months
old when her parents, Chet and Adelaine, re-
alized that their baby’s eyes did not follow
them when they moved. When Bonnie was 3
years old, a doctor at Mayo Clinic gave them
no hope. ‘‘ ‘You have to consider her totally
blind and send her away to a school for the
blind. Period. That’s it,’ ’’ her mother recalls
the doctor saying. The Szortykas could not
bear to send the eldest of their three chil-
dren away. They raised her the only way
they knew, like a normal child who just hap-
pened to have very bad vision.

It was the 1950s and Milwaukee Public
Schools faced an epidemic of blind children.
Most, like Bonnie, had been born pre-
maturely. The oxygen that had helped their
underdeveloped lungs function was blamed
for destroying their fragile optic nerves.
Bonnie was legally blind, but she had enough
vision to keep her from getting into MPS’
school for blind children immediately. At
age 5, she was on a three-year waiting list.

Adelaine worried about what her daugh-
ter’s future would be if she didn’t get a prop-
er education. ‘‘Is there a Braille class I can
take to teach her?’’ she asked MPS officials.
‘‘They said, ‘Not here, maybe in Iowa.’ ’’

The Milwaukee Catholic Archdiocese’s
schools had no special-education classes, but
the nuns at St. Stanislaus School were will-
ing to help. By second grade, Bonnie was
reading with a book pressed to her face, fo-
cusing laboriously on one word, then the
next. Bonnie drank gallons of carrot juice;
she visited a faith healer. Doctor after doc-
tor told her parents, ‘‘ ‘I’ve never seen a girl

with this bad of vision [who is] this well-ad-
justed. She doesn’t act like a blind person,’ ’’
her mother recalls.

Bonnie was the great pretender. On the
Polish South Side of Milwaukee, First Com-
munion Day was a family event. The
Szortyka’s living room was crowded with rel-
atives when an aunt insisted that Bonnie
read her Communion cards aloud. But when
Bonnie held the card to her eye to see it, the
aunt berated her, ‘‘Don’t make fun of people
like that!’’ Bonnie burst into tears. Alone in
her room, she thought, ‘‘I am one of those
people. Why don’t they know that?’’

By sixth grade, severe eye strain caused
constant headaches. ‘‘I didn’t even know
that everyone didn’t have this pain until I
was 30 years old,’’ she says. Eye strain led to
nystagmus, a continuous jerky involuntary
movement of Bonnie’s eye muscles, making
reading even more daunting. Bonnie slept
with her nose pressed into the pillow, hoping
to flatten it and thus get closer to her books.

When Bonnie was 12, a Milwaukee doctor
told her parents he could make a special pair
of eye glasses. Bonnie eagerly donned the
thick lenses and began to read the eye chart.
Her mother was ecstatic. The doctor seemed
delighted, but then, as she read further, his
voice changed. ‘‘What’s wrong?’’ her mother
asked. ‘‘She’s memorized the chart,’’ the
doctor said.

‘‘My mother was so mad at me. I was only
trying to make her happy. She was always so
sad when the doctors couldn’t help,’’ Bonnie
remembers. ‘‘I said, ‘Why can’t you just love
me like I am now?’ ’’

Her father said there would be no more eye
exams. Still, Bonnie was expected to do
chores like everyone else. She scrubbed the
floor, and if she missed a spot, her mother
would say, ‘‘ ‘You missed something. Rub
your hand over the floor to find the spot or
wash it all over again until it’s done,’’
Bonnie remembers. ‘‘You don’t find excuses,
you find a way to get it done right. . . . My
mother told me, ‘You can do anything you
make up your mind to do.’ ’’

But at school, that wasn’t enough. ‘‘They’d
praise me for being able to write my name—
that’s how low their expectations were for
me,’’ she says. ‘‘The other kids knew I was
getting praise for things every one did. They
called me ‘blindy.’ ’’ The only way to get her
teachers to demand as much of her as they
did from her sighted peers, Peterson says
now, was to ‘‘get them mad.’’ By eighth
grade , she was a master at that.

Remembers her teacher, the former Sister
Dorothy Roache: ‘‘We had constant terrible,
I mean really terrible, arguments. I told
Bonnie she needed to learn Braille. She
wouldn’t consider it. She wanted to be like
everyone else and she insisted on keeping up
with the class, earning good grades in spite
of herself.’’

In high school, Bonnie made friends, dated
boys, won gold medals for her singing. She
was a finalist in the Miss West Allis pageant.
A girlfriend who sold makeup taught her
how to apply it. ‘‘That girl didn’t have any
special training in teaching the blind * * *
but no one ever told her blind people can’t
use makeup.’’ Bonnie soon sold Vivian
Woodard cosmetics, too. ‘‘I couldn’t tell peo-
ple what colors looked good on them, so I
said, ‘You can experiment.’ It turned out no
one like being told what to do, and I sold so
much I kept winning sales awards,’’ she says.

But as well-adjusted as Bonnie appeared
outside, the suicide attempt left her parents
with lingering fears. During the summer of
1971, a counselor from the Wisconsin Depart-
ment of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR)
told the Szortykas that Bonnie needed to at-
tend a three-week residential college prep
program at the century-old Wisconsin School
for the Visually Handicapped (WSVH) in
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Janesville. The counselor was blind himself.
‘‘I could hear him writing Braille as fast as
my mother could talk, and for the first time,
I thought, ‘I might want to learn this,’ ’’
Bonnie remembers.

But when the Szortykas arrived at the
school, ‘‘students were groping around, mak-
ing weird undignified gestures, bumping into
things,’’ says Bonnie. Her mother didn’t
want her to stay, but Bonnie shouted over
her shoulder, ‘‘These are my people now.’’

Bonnie asked about Braille but was told
she didn’t need it. Many of the students at
the school for the blind were doubly disabled.
Coddled by their parents and teachers they
had never been expected to observe even ru-
dimentary rules of decorum. The boy across
the table from Bonnie ate with his hands,
making loud slurping sounds. ‘‘Can’t you
teach him to use silverware?’’ Bonnie de-
manded. ‘‘He was a smart guy, but how was
he going to have any friends at college if he
ate like that?’’

Bonnie noticed another dichotomy. There
were two ‘‘classes’’ of students: the
‘‘partials,’’ who had some sight, and the ‘‘to-
tals,’’ who were completely blind. The
‘‘partials’’ had more freedom; they were the
leaders. ‘‘Totals,’’ like a woman Bonnie be-
friended named Pat, spent their days in their
rooms. ‘‘They only led her out to eat, just
like a dog,’’ she says.

‘‘All they cared about was how much peo-
ple could see, not how much they could
learn,’’ says Bonnie, who refused to let any-
one know just how bad her vision was. She
couldn’t see the steps in front of her, but she
marched up the staircase with the ‘‘totals’’
hanging onto each other behind her. She car-
ried serving dishes to the dinner table, where
one of the ‘‘totals’’ banged her fork on her
plate, demanding Bonnie serve her some
peas. ‘‘I couldn’t believe it,’’ she says.
‘‘These were adults and they were treating
them like babies, then sending them out in
the world. No wonder they can’t make it.’’

Bonnie’s college prep classes turned out to
be ‘‘easy pseudo college stuff.’’ She decided
to get a suntan instead. No one complained.
‘‘I had never even thought of skipping a class
before,’’ she says, but expectations and
standards were different at WSVH.

Students warned Bonnie that the principal
liked to get girls alone in his office. ‘‘They
said he had sex with them,’’ she says now. ‘‘I
thought it was a joke or a scare tactic until
the house mother and the nurse warned me,
too. It didn’t make sense that he would still
be there if everybody knew.’’ But one day, he
cornered her. ‘‘He was talking about how
pretty I was * * * trying to rub himself
against me,’’ says Bonnie. ‘‘I said, ‘If you
touch me, I’ll have your job.’ He moved away
and said he could see me in 10 years, with a
baby in my arms and two tugging at my
skirt, implying that I’d never move up. I
said, ‘Well, at least they won’t be yours’, and
I hurried out of there.’’ (Years later, the
principal was charged with sexually assault-
ing another 17-year-old student, then acquit-
ted.)

Bonnie told another student about her en-
counter and the two of them took a cab to a
liquor store and bought the biggest bottle of
Mogan David wine they could find. That
night, on the schoolyard grounds, they drank
it all. ‘‘I had never had a drink before . . .
but I was scared I’d end up being led around
like these people, without a job, without any
purpose in life, I had more doubts about my
future than I had ever had,’’ Bonnie says. ‘‘I
knew then I would never let anyone know I
was blind and have people talk down to me
like I was a moron. I’d die first.’’

The police found the pair drunk and re-
turned them to the school. The summer pro-
gram was drawing to a close, Bonnie recalls,
and ‘‘they told us to leave and never come
back.’’

BLIND AMBITION

In the summer of 1972, after her freshman
year as a music major at (the now-defunct)
Milton College near Janesville, Bonnie fell in
love with a 23-year-old Milwaukee police
aide named Joel Peterson. Bonnie didn’t
want to go back to college, but if she stayed
home, her father said, she had to have a job.
She had 24 hours. Bonnie phoned the DVR
counselor. He landed her a job assembling
pens at Industries for the Blind. Congress
had established sheltered workshops like
this in 1939 as a stepping stone for the dis-
abled. Because they offer ‘‘training,’’ work-
shops are allowed to pay less than minimum
wage and they get priority on government
contracts. But the truth is, few of the blind
ever leave sheltered workshops for better
jobs. Even today, most spend their entire
working lives at substandard wages.

Industries for the Blind was a union shop
so the pay was better than most workshops
and more than minimum wage. Bonnie mar-
ried Peterson the next year. By 1979, she was
determined not to spend the rest of her life
‘‘in a job where management treated me in
the same condescending tone I heard at the
school for the blind.’’ She told her DVR
counselor she wanted to go to Alverno Col-
lege and major in professional communica-
tions. He laughed.

‘‘Then he told Bonnie, ‘You’re not dealing
with your visual impairment,’ ’’ remembers
Joel, now a Milwaukee police detective.
‘‘And he said Bonnie should go to MATC and
learn how to keep house first.’’ That prompt-
ed Joel to stand up, displaying the full girth
of his 6-foot-4-inch frame, and he asked, ‘‘Do
I look like a guy who hasn’t been fed well?’’
Bonnie baked homemade bread and made
fresh pasta, trading some of it for rides and
bartering the services of readers who would
record printed matter for her.

The counselor told Peterson the DVR
would send her to the University of Wiscon-
sin-Milwaukee because it had services for
disabled students. ‘‘I said I was going to
Alverno [even] if I had to work or get school
loans to pay for it, and I would major in
communication,’’ she says now, ‘‘but deep in-
side, I wondered whether he was right, that
maybe I couldn’t do it.’’

For three years, Peterson boarded a city
bus five days a week at 5:30 a.m. to go to her
40-hour-a-week job to earn money for col-
lege. At night and on weekends, she was a
full-time student at Alverno. She spent her
lunchtimes at Industries for the Blind study-
ing on the floor of the women’s restroom, her
co-workers’ guide dogs helping themselves to
the lunch beside her.

On the day her first daughter, Candice, was
born, Peterson worked for eight and a half
hours, took an exam, then went home and
wrote a paper. ‘‘I made a deal with the baby
that she wouldn’t come until I finished,’’
says Bonnie, who made it to the hospital just
in time for a nurse to deliver the baby.

Bonnie graduated from Alverno in Decem-
ber 1983. By then, she had worked at Indus-
tries in every position on the pen and pencil
line, including quality control, so when the
plant superintendent retired and his job was
split into two positions, production manager
and sales manager, Peterson applied. ‘‘The
president of the company said, ‘We’ll call
you.’ ’’

No one did. Two white non-handicapped
males got the jobs. One was the son of the in-
spector who approved the workshop’s govern-
ment work. In its 32-year history, the $18-
million-a-year 112-employee Industries for
the Blind had never employed a handicapped
individual in any supervisory, managerial or
even clerical position, Peterson discovered.
‘‘Maybe I’m not qualified,’’ said Peterson,
‘‘but certainly someone in all those years

was qualified to be a janitor, a secretary or
something besides a laborer.’’

Peterson hired an attorney and filed a
complaint with the federal government, but
she was becoming a pariah. Rumors cir-
culated that because of what she’d done,
blind people would lose their jobs. Peterson
re-read the recommendations her Alverno
professors had written, testimonials to her
problem-solving abilities, communication
skills and ‘‘spirited determination,’’ but she
was losing faith.

‘‘I think Bonnie believed that if she filed
that suit, they’d wake up and give her a
chance at that job. We all thought she’d be
great at it, but they just ignored her,’’ re-
calls Carol Farina, a supervisor at Indus-
tries.

Peterson knew she was in over her head
and turned to the two national organizations
that advocate for the blind. An attorney
with The American Council for the Blind
phoned, asking for Peterson’s attorney’s
name, and sent a letter indicating modest
support. The National Federation of the
Blind responded with boxes of documenta-
tion involving similar cases and asked
Bonnie to testify before Congress on the lack
of upward mobility for the disabled in the
workshops intended to help them.

In January 1985, the U.S. Department of
Labor found that Industries for the Blind
had violated federal affirmative action rules
by failing to recruit and advance women and
blind people. It found no evidence that the
firm had discriminated against Peterson per-
sonally.

Within a year, Peterson left Industries.
She earned a master’s degree in organiza-
tional communication from Marquette Uni-
versity, formed a production company and
created the first cable access television show
produced by an entirely blind crew. But the
newest challenge would come from her own
daughter.

THE ‘‘BLIND BITCH’’
Candice wanted her mother to read Dumbo,

but when Bonnie held the book to her eye,
then showed the picture to Candice, the 3-
year-old pulled the book away, saying, ‘‘No,
Daddy read.’’

‘‘I still remember what I heard in her
words. It was, ‘You are stupid. . . .’ It hurt
so bad. I didn’t care what all those profes-
sionals who were trying to help me kept tell-
ing me,’’ Peterson says. ‘‘I knew I had to
learn Braille.’’

It took only two months with the help of
the National Federation of the Blind, which
had already taught her to travel with a cane.
‘‘It was a turning point,’’ she says. ‘‘I learned
to be proud of being blind once I had some-
thing to be proud of.’’ Peterson’s confidence
was growing, and in 1986, she was elected
president of the Wisconsin NFB. Appoint-
ments to the state advisory Council on
Blindness and other boards followed, and Pe-
terson became an advocate for others.

For six years, a teacher of the visually im-
paired had worked with a 9-year-old Bur-
lington girl whose vision was 20/400 and dete-
riorating, but the girl was falling further and
further behind. Peterson and the child’s
mother sat on one side of the table, the spe-
cial-education experts on the other. When
the woman said she wanted her daughter to
learn Braille, the vision teacher shook her
fist in the mother’s face. ‘‘ ‘It’s almost like
you want your child to be blind!’ ’’ the moth-
er remembers the teacher saying. ‘‘ ‘Don’t
you know? Blindness is like a cancer! It’s the
worst thing that can happen to you.’ ’’

The teacher’s remark took Peterson’s
breath away. ‘‘No. No,’’ she said, ‘‘the worst
thing that can happen to a child is for them
to be uneducated.’’ Bonnie remembered the
incident years later when Sandy Guerra
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phoned with a similar case. A Racine School
District teacher of the visually impaired had
worked with Guerra’s 12-year-old daughter,
Melissa McCabe, since she was 3. Yet the
teacher had never taught the girl Braille.

‘‘She kept trying to make Melissa see. If
she stares a long time, five minutes on a
word, Melissa can see almost anything, but
for only a few seconds and it hurts her eyes
so bad, she gets terrible migraines,’’ Guerra
says. Melissa was already two and a half
years behind her fifth-grade classmates. The
vision teacher had read standardized exams
to Melissa, helping her get the right answers,
so her test scores never revealed just how far
behind she was—until Melissa’s regular fifth-
grade teacher ended the charade. ‘‘In good
conscience, I could not pass Melissa on to
sixth grade,’’ says the teacher, Rose
Mikaelian.

Up until then, no one had ever expected
much of Melissa. She was given half the
class’ spelling words, though when Mikaelian
recruited a volunteer tutor, the girl could do
them all. By middle school, the tutor was
gone and Melissa was getting Fs again. Her
new vision teacher suggested giving Melissa
‘‘10 free bonus points on everything to make
her feel better.’’

At a meeting with school officials, Bonnie
urged that the girl be taught Braille. ‘‘You’d
have thought the district would have
thought of that,’’ says Mikaelian. ‘‘No one
challenged Bonnie. She was always in
charge.’’ But Peterson could not guarantee
that Melissa would be taught Braille, and
there are many others like her.

In 1965, 48 percent of Wisconsin’s blind chil-
dren could read Braille, but by 1993, the lit-
eracy rate had plummeted to 4 percent, less
than half the national average. No wonder,
thought Peterson, that the unemployment
rate for legally blind individuals between the
ages of 21 and 64 in Wisconsin was 74.4 per-
cent, the worst of any minority group. And
nearly half of those working were under-
employed. ‘‘When sighted people can’t get
around independently, can’t read or have
poor social skills, we know that’s poor train-
ing. When the blind can’t get around inde-
pendently, can’t read or have poor social
skills, we think that’s the way blind people
are,’’ she says.

With the rush to embrace new technology,
like giant magnifiers and machines that can
read a printed page, there was a philosophi-
cal shift and many teachers felt children
could manage without Braille, says Marsha
Valance, librarian at the Wisconsin Regional
Library for the Blind and Handicapped. ‘‘Un-
fortunately, that was not always true.’’

The NFB had looked into the illiteracy of
the blind and concluded that many teachers
didn’t know Braille well enough to teach it.
So Peterson asked state Rep. Fred Riser (D-
Madison) to introduce a bill requiring all
teachers of the visually impaired to pass a
test proving they knew Braille. Risser ex-
pected it to be a cakewalk. State Sen. Al-
berta Darling (R-River Hills), a former
teacher herself, called it ‘‘common sense.’’
But the Braille Bill ran into a blitzkrieg.

The Wisconsin Association for the Edu-
cation and Rehabilitation of the Blind and
Visually Handicapped and the larger state
teachers’ union had myriad arguments
against it: It discriminated against teachers
of the visually impaired because other teach-
ers did not have to prove their competence;
they didn’t like the Library of Congress’ Na-
tional Braille Literacy Test; kids don’t like
learning Braille; and it’s difficult to teach.

The unions insisted the state’s 825 teachers
of the visually impaired had already learned
Braille in college. ‘‘Asking teachers of the
visually impaired to take courses in Braille
is like asking teachers of the sighted to take
courses in the alphabet,’’ scoffs Charles

Siemers, an MPS teacher of the visually im-
paired who fought the bill. He calls Peterson
‘‘the blind bitch’’ and says she ‘‘slandered me
and my profession by saying we’re poorly
prepared. Besides,’’ insists Siemers, who is
legally blind himself, ‘‘if we can get people
to use what vision they have, it’s always
much, much better.’’

It might be easier for the teachers, Peter-
son says, but not for kids who, being func-
tionally blind, cannot hope to compete with
their sighted peers, even working endless
hours and straining what little sight they
have.

The Department of Public Instruction,
under whose watch blind literacy sank so
low, hired an outside firm to evaluate the
proposed legislation. ‘‘The bureaucrats want-
ed it their way or no way, and Bonnie Peter-
son wouldn’t budge,’’ says Andrew Papineau,
administrator of DPI’s visually impaired
programs. ‘‘So I brought in a neutral per-
son.’’

The ‘‘so-called ‘independent’ consultant
had some interesting findings,’’ says Sen.
Darling. They argued that children are ‘‘bet-
ter off with an aide and a computer than to
be able to use a $5.50 slate and stylus [the
plastic ruler-sized implement and point that
allows the user to punch out a code of raised
dots that can be read using the fingertips].
‘‘If you give people fish,’’ says Darling, ‘‘they
have food for a day. If you give them a fish-
ing rod, they have food for life. That’s
Braille. But they told me kids shouldn’t
learn Braille because then they’d ‘look
blind,’ ’’ Darling remembers, ‘‘and they said
a lot of kids had multiple disabilities so they
couldn’t learn Braille.’’ The blind, deaf and
mute Helen Keller must have been spinning
in her grave.

Peterson told the Legislature: ‘‘If only 4
percent of sighted children could read print,
no one would dispute the severity of the
problem.’’ Opponents of the Braille Bill
stumbled and tripped on their way up to the
podium to testify. Siemers had broken his
glasses and couldn’t read his speech. ‘‘Those
who were in favor of the bill walked to the
podium perfectly with their canes, and they
had their notes in Braille—nothing could
stop them,’’ says Darling.

Few legislators missed the little irony that
had been played out before them. The bill
passed, but the bill’s opponents lobbied DPI
and undercut it. Only new teachers would
have to pass the test. Existing teachers
could take a Braille refresher course or at-
tend a teachers’ convention instead. There
was one victory. Now, when a legally blind
child is not taught Braille in Wisconsin, the
school district must put the reason in writ-
ing.

But Peterson had made enemies. Says
Siemers, who took early retirement last
year: ‘‘Bonnie Peterson and her Federation
members are like dogs who bit the hands
that feed them, the professionals who try to
help them.’’ Ironically, it was that atti-
tude—‘‘How dare you question me when I’m
here to help you’’—that Peterson had set out
to eradicate.

RETURN TO THE SCHOOL FOR THE BLIND

Even before the Braille Bill took effect in
1995, Peterson was engaged on another bat-
tlefront. In the all of 1994, Wisconsin’s school
for the blind, WSVH, faced the budget cuts
affecting all of state government, but the
school’s staff was painting a picture of suf-
fering blind children. In truth, the school
would only have to close one of its under-uti-
lized cafeterias and put younger children in
the same half-used educational building with
other students.

The school had come under fire before; the
preceding June, the Legislative Audit Bu-
reau pointed out that WSVH maintained a

staff/student ratio of almost one to three—
even when students were sleeping. The
school was operating at less than 40 percent
capacity, with a staff of 110 to care for just
80 students. (Enrollment is now 75.)

While picketers prepared signs saying the
governor didn’t care about poor blind kids,
Peterson and the NFB cut through their sad
refrain. ‘‘What does WSVH offer that’s worth
paying 10 times more per student than
school districts spend?’’ Peterson asked.
‘‘You could hire a private tutor for each of
these kids for $68,200.’’

The Federation didn’t want the school to
close—parents needed options, Peterson
said—but it had to operate more effectively.
Too many of its graduates end up unem-
ployed or underemployed and ‘‘socialized for
dependency,’’ she said, describing WSVH
graduates as ‘‘fodder for government-sup-
ported workshops.’’

William S. Koehler, the school’s super-
intendent, accused Peterson of trying to de-
stroy WSVH, complaining, ‘‘She takes direct
shots at the school without ever being here.’’
Peterson admits she has not been at the
school since Koehler took office in 1992. ‘‘I
don’t need to, I have all kinds of parents and
children who have been there. They’re my
eyes and ears.’’ Peterson relies on people like
the mother of a 7-year-old boy, left with 20/
2200 vision after surgery to remove a tumor,
who withdrew her son because WSVH in-
sisted he use a magnifier instead of teaching
him Braille.

Koehler says the school did an ‘‘extensive’’
telephone survey in 1993 that proves its grad-
uates are successful, but when Milwaukee
Magazine asked for a copy, repeatedly, from
Koehler, his assistant and even from DPI, it
was promised but never forthcoming. ‘‘If
WSVH is doing such a great job making kids
independent, why does the state pay tens of
thousands of dollars to send so many of its
graduates to programs to help them adjust
to their blindness?’’ Peterson asks.

Milwaukee Magazine’s won investigation
included extensive interviews with parents
and students and a day-long visit to WSVH,
which revealed some students learning
Braille but more struggling to read, some
with giant magnifiers. Koehler offered a
score of excuses why kids can’t or don’t want
to learn Braille or use a cane, but no ideas
on how to get students motivated and ex-
cited about learning.

He stressed that the school’s goal was pro-
ducing independent graduates, but subtle
signs gave a different message. In classroom
after classroom, students waited to be
helped. In the first- to third-grade classroom,
for example, three staff members supervised
just seven students who were painting a rub-
ber fish and pressing it onto a T-shirt to
make an impression. Yet the students spent
most of their time waiting to be helped,
teacher’s hand over their hand, instead of
learning to do the project themselves.

Koehler supplied the names of two grad-
uates who, he said, would demonstrate just
how well WSVH prepares its students. One
was Steve Hessen, the school’s 1996 valedic-
torian. But Hessen was hardly the model of
an independent blind person. He had just
dropped out of the University of Wisconsin-
Whitewater because he couldn’t manage the
financial aide application process. Without
the money, Hessen, whose vision is 20/1500,
could not hire the tutor he needed no rent
equipment like a talking Braille calculator.
He had fallen hopelessly behind. Worse yet,
the scholarship he’d won required him to en-
roll last fall or it would be canceled. Hessen
had asked a WSVH counselor to argue that it
should carry over to next year.

The school’s previous valedictorian was
Shannon Gates, now a student at
Northcentral Technical College in Wausau.
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Gates, who was born without optic nerves in
her eyes, reads Braille at 250 words per
minute, but she dropped courses this year be-
cause she couldn’t get Braille texts.

State taxpayers pay Northcentral’s Vis-
ually Impaired Program (VIP) to help stu-
dents like Gates. The program supplied her
with audio tapes of textbooks and hired tu-
tors, but ‘‘I can’t get a Braille text. It’s like
asking a print reader not to use print,’’ she
says. ‘‘I threw a fit the first year, but the
VIP says, ‘It’s easier to use tapes or large
print.’ Maybe it’s easier for them. . . but if I
had Braille texts, I wouldn’t need tutors. I
could take a full class load.’’

Gates was at WSVH for 10 years, under
three different administrators. In the end,
she says, ‘‘There were so many rules, you
had to do what you were told and not ask
questions. I wasn’t even allowed to cross the
street alone. . . . The school doesn’t encour-
age independence, that’s for sure . . . they
were dragging me down.’’

Twenty-year-old Brian Brown attended
WSVH in 1991 and 1992, then returned to his
local school and now runs his own business.
‘‘They say they strive to make the students
independent, but they don’t allow you to do
anything alone. The bathroom stalls don’t
even have doors on them in the education
building. The house parent enters your room
without knocking . . . they walk right in to
verify you’re in the shower. . . .

‘‘There are two castes at WSVH,’’ he says,
‘‘kids who still want to be somebody and
have a life and those who’ve given up and
would rather be told what to do. I was lucky.
I left before that happened to me.’’

Milwaukee Magazine talked to 10 WSVH
alums. All gave anecdotes substantiating Pe-
terson’s claim that students are ‘‘condi-
tioned to be even more dependent.’’

Observes Peterson: ‘‘Like most of these
professionals for the blind, they run a pro-
gram into the ground, then move on. In
Koehler’s case, he’s already applied for the
position of superintendent of the New Mexico
School for the Blind, but he didn’t get it.’’

BRAD DUNSE’S LIBERATION

Peterson had a long history of dissatisfac-
tion with the state’s two post-high school vo-
cational training programs for the blind: the
Visually Impaired Programs (VIP) at North-
central and Milwaukee Area Technical Col-
lege (MATC). She prompted a state audit of
the Milwaukee program by leading picketers
protesting its ‘‘low standards’’ and curricu-
lum focused ‘‘on housekeeping and grooming
skills’’ instead of on the skills needed to live
independently, ‘‘like Braille and independent
travel.’’ (The state is currently looking for
proposals to run that program.)

In 1990, she had fought to get DVR to send
a blind man named Bob Raisbeck to a pro-
gram started by the Federation in Minneapo-
lis called Blindness Learning in New Dimen-
sions (BLIND Inc.). Newspapers there de-
scribed BLIND Inc.—one of only three pro-
grams of its type in the country—as the
‘‘Harvard of rehabilitation’’ and a ‘‘boot
camp’’ where the blind learned ‘‘to believe in
themselves and to be truly independent.’’

Taxpayers had already sent Raisbeck to
the VIP at Northcentral three times and to
MATC once, but he still had no job skills.
Peterson lobbied legislators. The Madison
Capitol Times reported on Raisbeck’s story,
and still DVR refused. Eventually, Raisbeck
moved to Minnesota and that state sent him
to BLIND Inc. He found a job and never re-
turned.

All of this was history when Peterson re-
ceived a phone call in early 1995 from Brad
Dunse, who had expected to inherit his fa-
ther’s roofing business until rhetinitus
pigmentosa left him legally blind. DVR
helped Dunse set up a home business, but for

five years, he sat in his Green Bay home, ter-
rified of using the power woodworking equip-
ment DVR had given him.

Finally, in 1994, DVR sent Dunse to a pro-
gram to help him ‘‘adjust’’ to his blindness.
he moved into a motel in Wausau where his
meals were prepared for him and he was
bused to Northcentral’s VIP. ‘‘It was like an
expo where you’d just wander around. But I
didn’t know what I needed. I’ve never been
blind before,’’ he says.

Dunse sat in on a Braille class, but at the
end of two weeks, he didn’t even know what
a slate and stylus were; the teacher in the
computer class was too busy to answer his
questions. Says Dunse: ‘‘He kidded one man
about being there as much as he was. . . .
The VIP teaches you just enough to get by,
but then this guy’s vision would get worse
and he’d have to come back. There were a lot
of people like that.’’

Dunse didn’t want to spend the rest of his
life as a repeat customer, dependent on the
state. He called the Federation, asking,
‘‘Isn’t there something better?’’ Peterson
told him about BLIND Inc. Dunse and his
wife, Brenda, went for a visit. He was im-
pressed, he says, by the confidence of the
blind travel instructor whose students were
so well trained they could be left blindfolded
(so they could not rely on any residual vi-
sion) five miles from the school and get back
on their own.

‘‘At the VIP, they do stuff for you; at
BLIND Inc., you do things for yourself,’’
Dunse told a supervisor, but DVR was not
convinced. Peterson helped Dunse petition
for a special hearing. Remembers Peterson:
‘‘The DVR supervisor said, ‘I can’t under-
stand why anyone would want to go to a
school run by the blind. That’s like the men-
tally retarded asking the mentally retarded
for help.’ ’’

The tone of the meeting was ‘‘very con-
descending,’’ adds Dunse. ‘‘It was me telling
them why I wanted to go, and they were tell-
ing me all the reasons I didn’t.’’

With his petition rejected, Peterson told
Dunse he had only one option. Dunse kissed
his wife and two young sons goodbye, gave
up his Wisconsin residency and moved to
Minneapolis for five months of training.
When he graduated from BLIND Inc., he had
higher aspirations than a home woodworking
business that would never get him off of So-
cial Security Disability Income. He contin-
ued his education and took over a vending
machine business.

The cost of BLIND Inc. is ‘‘a little more
than the VIP—a few hundred dollars,’’ says
Joe Mileczarek, who runs Northcentral’s VIP
program. Tuition at BLIND Inc. runs $2,495
per month, plus $32.50 per day for housing in
an apartment where students prepare their
own meals, then travel to classes on their
own. For Northcentral’s program, hotel, pre-
pared meals and transportation costs an-
other $50 per day. DVR will spend an average
$2,333 in tuition per student sent to
Northcentral this year, though many of
those students will stay just one day. ‘‘A lot
of people don’t want to be away from their
families that long,’’ says Mileczarek, noting
that DVR recently signed a $280,000 contract
to send up to 120 more clients to
Northcentral.

Peterson says Wisconsin taxpayers aren’t
getting their money’s worth. But Ole
Brackey, supervisor of the Milwaukee Dis-
trict DVR office insists, ‘‘You can’t measure
the effectiveness of VIP programs. There are
so many variables, so much is going on in
these people’s lives.’’ Yet Brackey insists
that ‘‘out-of-state programs [like BLIND
Inc.] have to prove they work.’’

In 1993, Peterson bet John Conway, direc-
tor of DVR’s Bureau of Sensory Disabilities,
$100 that BLIND Inc. provided better train-

ing than either MATC or NTC’s adjustment-
to-blindness programs. Using a study of the
Wisconsin programs prepared by the DVR’s
own Office for the Blind and another con-
ducted by the state of Minnesota, Peterson
showed that 86 percent of Blind Inc.’s grad-
uates said they could ‘‘do what sighted peo-
ple do.’’ None of the MATC’s grads answered
the same question affirmatively and only
three of those from Northcentral did. With-
out that kind of confidence, Peterson argues,
blind individuals can’t succeed.

Still, Conway says, it’s more important
that 35 percent of Northcentral’s VIP grads
were employed; only 14 percent of those from
BLIND Inc. (and MATC) were. Peterson ar-
gues that many of those jobs are in sheltered
workshops. In contrast, graduates of the 10-
year-old BLIND Inc. are more than twice as
likely to pursue higher education than VIP
graduates, she argues.

Peterson fired off a searing letter when
Conway refused to see her point and welched
on the bet. It said, ‘‘Give your past record for
honesty, I have always believed you would
renege . . . In the unlikely event that you
have acquired a conscience . . . I shall give
you my terms of payment. I do not accept
food stamps. . . .’’ It might have worked in
grade school, but this time, getting someone
mad did not produce the desired result.
Conway ignored Peterson’s offer to have an
impartial investigator analyze the reports on
the three programs and dropped the matter.

Peterson says Northcentral’s VIP doesn’t
get scrutinized because ‘‘the people advising
the state on how it should allocate funds to
help the blind are the main beneficiaries of
that spending.’’ Mileczarek is chairman of
the Governor’s Committee for People With
Disabilities. Asked whether that is a conflict
of interest, Mileczarek says, ‘‘Geez, I hope
not. Everyone on the committee has some-
thing to do with disabilities.’’

As for proof his program works, Mileczarek
says, ‘‘It’s not a researchable thing . . . be-
sides, Bonnie Peterson is like a John Birch-
er. Real conservative . . . she believes
there’s only one way to do things and that’s
with a real structured program. . . . The
Federation believes some ridiculous things—
like that you can have a totally blind mobil-
ity instructor.’’

Most rehabilitation programs work on a
medical model, where goals are set and the
program is designed to achieve them, he
says. ‘‘But people don’t want to be told
you’re going to be proficient in this when
you leave, like it or not,’’ says Mileczarek,
who describes his program as ‘‘more like a
smorgasbord.’’

Copies of Peterson’s inflammatory letter
circulated throughout the disabled commu-
nity, bringing calls from more desperate in-
dividuals. One, Lisa Mann, had been legally
blind since birth. She had spent her entire
school life at WSVH, except for two years as
an MPS high school student. Her MPS teach-
er (an opponent of the Braille Bill later) de-
cided Mann didn’t need Braille. Especially,
he says, since the attractive black girl was
‘‘more interested in fashion and boys.’’

Mann could not meet MPS’s graduation
standards so she returned to WSVH and grad-
uated in 1992. DVR then sent her to MATC’s
VIP program. ‘‘They told me I’d never be
able to travel alone,’’ says Mann. When
MATC failed to provide the skills needed for
an independent life, Mann wasn’t surprised,
she says. ‘‘I met one girl there who was going
through the program for the fifth time.’’

Next, DVR sent Mann to Northcentral’s
VIP, then to Western Wisconsin Technical
College in La Crosse where, using large-type
texts, she was slowed down so much, she
says, she couldn’t even earn Cs. When a DVR
counselor told Mann about BLIND Inc., she
visited the school. But when she said she
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wanted to go there, DVR sent her to
Waukesha County Technical College instead.

Peterson enlisted Rep. Leon Young’s (D–
Milwaukee) office to help Mann get copies of
her DVR records, and she accompanied Mann
when she filed an appeal. ‘‘Before I met
Bonnie Peterson,’’ says Mann, ‘‘I was ready
to give up hope.’’ In November, 23-year-old
Lisa Mann, who had never walked around her
Sherman Park block alone because she
didn’t believe a blind person could do that,
arrived at BLIND Inc. One week later, she
took a bus across Wisconsin and found her
way to the state Federation’s annual meet-
ing—and she did it alone.

Says DVR supervisor Brackey: ‘‘Lisa
Mann’s case is an anomaly.’’ Says the DVR’s
top administrator, Judy Norman Nunnery:
‘‘If there was anything wrong in Lisa Mann’s
case, it was that we tried too hard to help
her.’’ The fact that DVR eventually sent
Mann to BLIND, Inc. ‘‘has nothing to do
with Bonnie Peterson’’ says Nunnery. ‘‘She
uses the tactics of the civil rights and wom-
en’s movements. . . . She says blind people
were being treated like the slaves. As an
Afro American, that offends me. . . . She
doesn’t have credibility with this office.’’

BLIND ALLEY

When DVR moved into new offices in No-
vember 1995, the sign on the door to the de-
partment’s Office for the Blind read ‘‘Blind
Alley.’’ It might have been ‘‘the first case of
truth in labeling’’ on DVR’s part, says Peter-
son. DVR chief Nunnery laughs off the sign,
saying, ‘‘It was just one of those silly
things.’’

‘‘How out of touch do they have to be not
to know that would be offensive?’’ Peterson
asks, repeating her frequent call for a sepa-
rate office overseeing all state services for
the blind. Federal law provides for as much,
and many states, including Minnesota and
Michigan, have them, but disrupting the sta-
tus quo will be difficult.

Pat Brown, director of Badger Association
of the Blind, the state contingent of the
American Council for the Blind, says Peter-
son is ‘‘a role model for all people—not just
the blind—because of here convictions and
diligence. She doesn’t let obstacles get in her
way.’’ But, he adds, ‘‘The Council doesn’t ap-
prove of the Federal’s methods—it believes
you should work through the system.’’

But Milwaukee Mayor John Norquist
praises Peterson. ‘‘Bureaucrats don’t like
her,’’ he says, ‘‘but she has credibility, abso-
lutely, with my office.’’ Says Sen. Darling:
‘‘Bonnie Peterson appears to have a hard
edge because anger gives her energy, but it is
the same kind of energy that fueled the civil
rights movement and the American Revolu-
tion. I wish there were more people like
her.’’

When the phone rings now in Peterson’s of-
fice at the South Side bungalow she shares
with her husband and daughters, Candice,
now 16, and 9-year-old Lindsay, the answer-
ing machine says, ‘‘This is the National Fed-
eration of the Blind of Wisconsin, where
we’re changing what it means to be blind.’’
Already, Peterson has brought about a revo-
lutionary change, making it impossible for
people to say ‘‘a blind person don’t do that.’’
Over and over again, she has proved other-
wise.

(Reprinted with the permission of Milwau-
kee Magazine, February 1997.)

INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO BAN
ATM SURCHARGE BY ATM OWN-
ERS

HON. BERNARD SANDERS
OF VERMONT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
introduce the Electronic Fund Transfer Fees
Act of 1997. This legislation addresses the
growing practice of automated teller machine
[ATM] operators assessing a surcharge on
consumers who use their machines. Specifi-
cally, my bill prohibits an ATM operator from
imposing an additional surcharge on cus-
tomers for accessing their bank accounts
through the operator’s ATM.

On April 1, 1996, the national communica-
tion networks for ATM’s—Cirrus and Plus—
terminated their policy which prohibited ATM
owners from surcharging consumers for using
their machines. As a result of this policy
change, customers may now be charged twice
for accessing funds from the customer’s own
bank account if the customer uses an ATM
which is not owned by the bank; the first fee
is charged by the customer’s bank for using a
nonbank ATM and the second fee is charged
by the ATM operator.

At the time of this policy change, experts
estimated that within the first 18 months, 80
percent of ATM owners would impose a sur-
charge. In actuality only 6 months after the
policy change 71 percent of ATM owners were
assessing surcharges in North Carolina, 69
percent in Arizona, 60 percent in Virginia, and
48 percent in Maryland. While the nationwide
figure has only reached 23 percent a recent
study of banking practices in Texas indicates
that the percentage will continue to grow;
Texas’ largest 10 banks have been allowed to
surcharge since 1987 and all 10 banks now
assess a surcharge for noncustomer ATM
withdrawals.

In practice, banks enjoy tremendous savings
by conducting consumer transactions through
ATM’s because ATM transactions are less
costly to a bank then teller transactions. An
ATM withdrawal on a nonowned machine may
cost a large bank between $.50 and $.60. By
contrast, a teller transaction with a customer
costs the large bank between $.90 and $1.15.
A study by the Consumer Finance Project indi-
cates that in 1995, banks avoided 2.6 billion
teller transactions because consumers used
ATM’s. Because the banks are actually saving
money by using ATM’s, consumer groups view
it as extremely unfair to charge a consumer
multiple fees for withdrawing his/her own
funds through ATM’s. Consumer groups such
as U.S. Public Interest Research Group [US
PIRG] and the Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica support this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, it is now typical in many parts
of the country for a consumer to be charged
between $1.50 and $2.50 just to access
money on the consumer’s own accounts.
Whatever costs may be incurred by a bank
when a customer uses a nonbank ATM, banks
do manage to recover; on average, customers
pay $1.18 to their bank for the convenience of
using ATM’s which are not owned by the
bank.

I am especially concerned because, unlike
the banks that hold our accounts, the machine
owner has no incentive to keep his/her fees

reasonable because no relationship exists be-
tween the ATM owner and the customer. As
such, the more remote the ATM machine, the
less incentive for reasonable fees, and the
more captive the bank customer.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when banks are
making record profits and one-third of those
profits—tens of billions of dollars a year—
come from fees, it is outrageous that these
same banks and other ATM owners are charg-
ing consumers even more to access the con-
sumers’ money. We must eliminate these ad-
ditional surcharges and help protect the
consumer from another needless expense.
f

ACKNOWLEDGING AFRICAN-
AMERICAN HISTORY MONTH

HON. JUANITA MILLENDER-McDONALD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
let me first thank our chairwoman of the CBC,
Congresswoman MAXINE WATERS, the gentle-
woman from California, for her leadership and
tenacity in moving forthwith on critical issues
of importance not only to African-Americans
but to all Americans. And to our revered and
preeminent leader, the gentleman of Ohio,
Congressman LOUIS STOKES for his guidance
in advising those of us who have come re-
cently to this great House to do the people’s
business. My thanks to both my colleagues for
allowing us these extended moments to re-
flect.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today as a proud Afri-
can-American to acknowledge this month as
African-American History Month and to recog-
nize the vast contributions made by distin-
guished citizens of this Nation who are of Afri-
can descent.

And as we hold our forbearers in high es-
teem for their courage, perseverance, morality
and faith, we salute them for their relentless
efforts in fighting to remove the legal and polit-
ical disabilities that were imposed upon us.
While I represent California’s 37th Congres-
sional District with pride, my birth State is Ala-
bama, and I am reminded of the first African-
American from Alabama, who was elected to
the 42d Congress and who advocated even
then the importance of education, Benjamin
Sterling Turner. Education has been a corner-
stone in the African-American community.

My father, Rev. Shelly Millender, Sr. knew
the importance of education. He and my moth-
er, Mrs. Everlina Dortch Millender, advocated
a quality education and, gave us a value sys-
tem that is part and parcel of the true spirit of
African-American families. We recognize that
a good education is the key to success and
should open the doors to opportunity. I am fur-
ther reminded of my father’s teaching when he
would say: never subordinate to race bashing,
respect yourself and others even though you
have differences of opinion, but hold firm to
your convictions. These are the teachings of
numerous African-American families. And as I
listened closely to the President’s State of the
Union Address as he spoke of education as a
No. 1 priority; building strong families and
communities; and humanitarian efforts in the
assistance of the underpriveledged through
volunteerism, I stand tonight to lift up some of
my constituents who are role models and
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great citizens that the President talked about.
Their names were never in lights nor on bill-
boards, but they are the unsung heroes of my
community. They helped in the education of
our children, they built strong families and en-
gaging communities. And they taught us to
have a strong value system. Let me share
with you these outstanding African-American
individuals.
f

THERESA LAVERNE HARRIS

HON. JUANITA MILLENDER-McDONALD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
the first days of the 105th Congress are clear-
ly historic and momentous days as a new
Congress begins to address the myriad of
problems that face our Nation. At the same
time, however, I would urge all of us to take
a moment to reflect on some of the major
events which have taken place over the past
few months and perhaps more importantly on
the millions of strengths that have made us,
and this Nation, what we are today.

An example of one of these strengths is
Theresa La Verne Harris, who passed away
on November 21, 1996. Throughout her life,
Theresa LaVerne touched all of us who had
the pleasure of knowing her with her humor,
her strength, and perhaps most importantly
her dignity.

Born in Beaumont, TX, to Armand Rodney
and Geraldine Phillips Richard, Theresa La-
Verne was the oldest of three children. She
spent her early youth in Louisiana and Mis-
sissippi until her family moved to California in
1943. She lived in California for the rest of her
life, attending Los Angeles public schools and
graduating from John H. Francis Polytechnic
High School with honor, in 1947.

It was during her college year at UCLA,
where she majored in English, that she met
and married her husband of 45 years, Robert
E. Harris. Together they had three sons, Mi-
chael, Vincent, and Trevor.

Following her graduation from UCLA in
1953, Theresa LaVerne began a long distin-
guished career with the Los Angeles Unified
School District [LAUSD] as an educator and
personnel administrator. Over the next 16
years, she excelled at her career; she raised
three outstanding children; she was a loving
and supportive wife; and she went on to earn
a master of arts degree in personnel adminis-
tration from Pepperdine University.

During this time Theresa LaVerne served
the LAUSD in a variety of administrative ca-
pacities before taking a 2-year leave of ab-
sence to serve as assistant superintendent for
personnel services for the Compton Unified
School District in 1983. She retired from
LAUSD in 1989.

As both an educator and an administrator
within the public school system, Theresa La-
Verne worked hard to ensure that the students
under her charge had the best education
available to them. While she was deservedly
proud of her personal and academic achieve-
ments, she was more interested in using her
strengths and her assets to elicit the best from
those around her.

In passing, Theresa LaVerne Harris is sur-
vived by her husband; Robert Emery Harris,

her three sons and their wives: Michael and
Anita of Fresno, Vincent and Celeste of Oak-
land, and Trevor and Kamela of Fresno; her
father Armand Rodney Richard of Los Ange-
les; her brother, Dr. Rodney A. Richard of
Pasadena; her sister, Geraldine Constance
Speed of Carson; her three grandchildren,
Ahmad, Mazisi and Jamila; a great grand-
daughter, Maya; two aunts, and an uncle; and
a host of nieces, nephews, cousins, and ex-
tended family.

She is also survived by the thousands of
people whose lives she touched and invariably
improved, some of whom knew her well and
others who simply benefited from her efforts.

Mr. Speaker, I worked with Theresa La-
Verne Harris and have had the privilege of
knowing her and her family for decades. The-
resa LaVerne was a devoted wife, a wonderful
and nurturing mother, and a role model for all
of us who had the opportunity to know her.
She will be sorely missed.

As I said earlier, however, it is up to us to
remember people like Theresa LaVerne and to
build on their strengths and their legacies. It is
people like her who should be our role mod-
els.
f

CAROLYN ANN RICHARDSON
CHENEY

HON. JUANITA MILLENDER-McDONALD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,

in these early days of the 105th Congress, we
face many of the same challenges of govern-
ance and public policy development our pred-
ecessors had to address as we confront the
problems and opportunities before our great
nation. As we look forward, we should pause
to reflect on the contributions, both large and
small, our citizenry, collectively and individ-
ually, have made to the development of our
great nation.

In doing so, we cannot help but take notice
of Carolyn Ann Richardson Cheney, who
passed away on December 13, 1996.
Carolyn’s devotion to family and community
service, as well as her generosity, spirituality
and faith, served as an inspiration to all who
knew her.

Born in Dallas, TX, to Oda Lee Blair and
Howard Richardson, she spent her early youth
in El Paso, TX, before moving to Tulare, CA.
After graduating from Tulare Union High
School, she obtained credentials as a dental
assistant and began working in Los Angeles.
She moved to Compton, CA, where her love
of learning, thirst for knowledge and pursuit of
higher education continued at Compton Com-
munity College. She earned her associate of
arts degree and, upon graduation, matricu-
lated to California State University Dominguez
Hills. As an honor student, she earned a bach-
elor’s degree in public administration. In 1977,
she gained admission to the University of
Southern California’s master’s program in pub-
lic policy and judicial science. Until health
challenges forced her to postpone her gradua-
tion, she maintained a 4.0 grade point average
as a personal expression of her high stand-
ards and expectations for those whom she
nurtured and set an example.

Carolyn’s ambition, strength, and motivation
found expression in her entrepreneurial and

managerial talents. For 15 years, she worked
at Sears and Roebuck, during which time she
was promoted from sales clerk to floor man-
ager for the home furnishings and interiors de-
partment. In 1980, she opened her own insur-
ance agency under the auspices of Allstate In-
surance Co., where her firm became one of
the top agencies in southern California. De-
spite her busy schedule, Carolyn found time to
serve others through her church and commu-
nity service activities. Throughout her life,
Carolyn’s leadership and organizational skills
found expression in a wide variety of organiza-
tions. She served as president of the Compton
Rotary Club; director of evangelism and coor-
dinator of the Angel Tree Program at Tower of
Faith Evangelistic Church in Compton; and as
a teacher at Union Rescue Mission in Los An-
geles. She was a member of the Torrance/
Lomita Rotary Club; served on the advisory
board for the California Women’s Commission
on Alcohol and Drug Dependencies/Black
Women’s Media Project as well as the board
of trustees of Light of the World Community
Church. She volunteered in the Los Angeles
Probation Department Chaplain’s Office.

Carolyn was named a Paul Harris Fellow by
Rotary International in appreciation of her ef-
forts and assistance in the furtherance of bet-
ter understanding and friendly relations among
peoples of the world.

Carolyn was a loving and devoted mother of
four children: Vernon, Giselle, Darrell, and
Marcus. Through words and deeds, she in-
stilled in them the principals of honesty, integ-
rity, hard work, perseverance, and self sac-
rifice. These are the values that helped to
make our Nation great and our people strong.
The attributes and her example are testa-
ments to the enduring strength of motherhood.

Carolyn Ann Richardson Cheney is survived
by her sons, Paston Vernon Lee Ward of
Hawthorne, CA; Darrell Delaune Cheney of
Dominguez Hills, CA; Marcus Sebastian
Mason of Washington, DC; one daughter,
Giselle Faune Cheney of Hawthorne, CA;
seven grandchildren, including Shelly Fion,
Vernisha Leshaun, Fallon Veron, Deijanae
Zaire, Delaune Marcus, Jazmin Ayana, and
Taelor Chanel; daughters-in-law, Debra Ann
Ward and Dionne Patric Cheney; daughter-in-
love, Chanel Nicole Troy of Los Angeles, CA;
aunts, Mattie Bernice Owens and Elizabeth
Anthony and a host of extended family and
friends. She is also survived by a loving step-
father, Coyal James Marlin.

Mr. Speaker, Carolyn Ann Richardson Che-
ney will be sorely missed by all who looked to
her for nurturing, leadership and strength. Her
example should inspire us all to make the
most out of our lives and opportunities.
f

TRIBUTE TO PRISCILLA LYON

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, Mrs. Priscilla

Lyon is a diligent worker on behalf of the First
Baptist Church of Brownsville, where she or-
ganized the first Vacation Bible School. She
functioned as director of that position for 5
years. Additionally, she has taught the youth
Sunday School, supervised the youth choir,
and provided services to the youth mission-
aries.
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Presently, she serves as the chairperson of

the Women’s Ministry, is the director of the
Feeding Ministry, serves as the director of the
Shekina & Praise Dancers, and is the instruc-
tor of the Senior Missionary Circle. Priscilla
Lyon also finds time to perform liaison work
for the Women’s Fellowship.

Born in South Hampton County VA, she is
the third of six children. Her hobbies are sew-
ing, crocheting, drafting, millinery, and deco-
rating. Respected and adored by her fellow
church members, she was honored at the
Henry House in September 1996. She is a
mother, grandmother, and great-grandmother.
It is my privilege to highlight her achievements
and contributions.
f

CHAMPIONS OF THE PRAIRIE

HON. JOHN THUNE
OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, lately, football
fans across the Nation are talking about the
Green Bay Packers. Today, I’d like to inform
my colleagues about an outstanding cham-
pionship team that hasn’t received much na-
tional attention. They are the NAIA Division II
National Football Champions—The University
of Sioux Falls Cougars. With their victory in
the championship playoff game in December,
the Cougars became the first South Dakota
college team to win a national football title.

This group of young men had a remarkable
season—an exclamation point to their emer-
gence as a football powerhouse. Many of the
players spent the last 4 years playing to-
gether. While each of these seasons has been
significant, the Cougars 2–8 record in 1993,
didn’t even foreshadow the greatness just
around the corner. Head Coach Bob Young
was concerned he’d lose many of his talented
freshmen. Instead of dwelling on past dis-
appointments, the young players and their
coach pulled together and focused on a win-
ning future. They have proven that commit-
ment, loyalty, and hard work can and do pay
off. In the three seasons since that disappoint-
ing 1993 season, the Cougars compiled and
impressive 32–4 record, made three straight
playoff appearances, and won the 1996 Na-
tional Championship. For the last 2 years, the
South Dakota Sports Writers Association have
selected the Cougar Football Team as the
Men’s College Team of the Year.

The sportscaster who coined the expression
‘‘this is the one for the record books’’ had no
idea how fitting it would be for the 1996 Cou-
gars. Nearly half of the school’s individual
records were set by that team.

Quarterback Kurtiss Riggs completed the
regular season without throwing an intercep-
tion. He set a national collegiate record 290
pass attempts without an interception. He also
holds the NAIA division record for most touch-
downs in a season with 55. Yet, when he was
asked about his personal records, Kurtiss said
he’d give them all up for the national cham-
pionship. Fortunately, he didn’t have to make
that sacrifice.

Senior wide receiver Kalen DeBoer finished
the year with 17 touchdowns, 99 receptions,
and 1,372 yards, including 182 in one game.
Sophomore running back David Ruter had 19
touchdowns and 1,726 yards rushing, includ-

ing 315 in one game. When you have that
kind of offensive trio achieving those kind of
stats, it means you have an equally impres-
sive offensive line doing the job up front. The
Cougar defense led by Phil Porter, Larry Wil-
son, Chuck Morrell, Travis Dumke, and Ray
Smith were ranked in the top 10 nationally
both in scoring and rushing defense.

As a team, the undefeated Cougars re-
corded the 19th best season scoring total in
collegiate history with 636 points. They
achieved this record by averaging 45 points
per game and defeated their opponents by an
average of 30 points. These figures are even
more impressive considering one game was
played in a blizzard and Coach Young’s prac-
tice of benching the first string players once
the game was in hand. It wasn’t unusual for
starters to play only half the game, giving
younger players valuable game experience.
With such an overwhelming offense, some
may have been tempted to run up the score.
But Coach Young’s success is grounded in
good sportsmanship and an eye toward the fu-
ture. The Cougars also marched to the record
books without much home cooking. They had
the home field advantage for only two games
this season.

When the Cougars took the field for the
Championship game in Tennessee on Decem-
ber 21, they faced Western Washington, a
team with a school enrollment 10 times that of
University of Sioux Falls. It was a modern-day
version of David and Goliath. The outcome
was the same as the Biblical tale—Sioux Falls
slew Western Washington with a decisive 47-
to-25 victory.

The University of Sioux Falls never was
ranked No. 1, but the Cougars won their
championship on the field, not in the polls.
And for his leadership, Coach Bob Young was
named the NAIA Division II Football National
Coach of the Year.

I also want to pay tribute to the character of
the players and the entire coaching staff,
which was shown at the end of each game
when the entire team would huddle on the
field and give thanks to God for their success.
This weekly demonstration of faith is a stark
and moving contrast to the typical bravado we
see sometimes during professional games.

Faith, loyalty, commitment, and teamwork.
In a day when many look to sports for heroes,
the 1996 University of Sioux Falls Cougar
football team have earned two titles: local he-
roes and national champions. They are cham-
pions of the prairie. On behalf of the city of
Sioux Falls and the State of South Dakota, I
am pleased to say congratulations, Cougars
We’re proud of you.
f

ADOPT A FARM FAMILY

HON. JO ANN EMERSON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay special tribute to an organization that is
working hard to bring about economic and
spiritual renewal in rural America.
Headquartered in Sikeston, MO in my con-
gressional district, the Adopt a Farm Family of
America organization has been a tremendous
force for good in southern Missouri and
throughout the country. The volunteers and

coordinators of Adopt a Farm Family are
sponsoring a rural restoration conference in
Sikeston next week, continuing their tradition
of spiritual outreach and support for farm fami-
lies.

America’s farmers and ranchers are the
best in the world, but they face an increasingly
complex set of challenges. Uncertain markets,
changing environmental conditions, and new
government policies all contribute to the chal-
lenge of operating a farm in rural America.
The job calls for long hours, old-fashioned val-
ues, and a strong faith in God. Adopt a Farm
Family has stood by our Nation’s farmers
since its inception in 1988. Today, it continues
to provide the kind of assistance and expertise
that makes a real difference in the lives of
thousands of Americans.

At next week’s rural restoration conference,
from Sunday February 16 to Tuesday Feb-
ruary 18, Adopt a Farm Family will invite farm-
ers to come together as a group to discuss
methods of improving farm life. The entire
Sikeston community, many of whom are pro-
viding financial and other support to the con-
ference, is participating in a concerted effort to
make the event educational and rewarding.
Seminars and speakers will address a broad
variety of topics, including farm finances, soil
nutrition, marketing techniques, and family is-
sues. I should also note that I have the high
honor of speaking at the conference, and I am
looking forward to contributing to the special
purpose of the occasion.

Mr. Speaker, Adopt a Farm Family of Amer-
ica is one of the best examples in America of
a group of people determined to help, and
who then make it happen. You can see it in
founder and current director of ministry, Mrs.
Mary W. Myers, in her husband and current
President Peter, and in the many folks who
play a part in Adopt a Farm Family pro-
grams—the belief in the idea that through hard
work and faith in God, good things are pos-
sible. I commend the people who are part of
the Adopt a Farm Family of America organiza-
tion, and express the hope that we can help
them fulfill their mission of fighting to keep
farm and ranch families on the land.
f

RECOGNITION OF MAYOR KIERAN
O’HANLON

HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker. I rise today in

recognition of the accomplishments of Kieran
O’Hanlon, the mayor of Limerick City, Ireland.
The mayor has been invited to Queens for the
celebration of St. Patrick’s Day and to com-
memorate the 800th anniversary of the signing
of the Charter of Limerick City, thereby making
it the oldest chartered city in Europe.

As the founding member of the Progressive
Democrats in Ireland, Mayor O’Hanlon has
served as an inspiration to the members of his
party as well as to the rest of the world. Hav-
ing only entered the formal political arena in
1991, Mr. O’Hanlon has already made an in-
delible mark on politics in Ireland.

The anniversary of Limerick should remind
us of the importance of maintaining the integ-
rity of our own communities. Mr. Speaker, I
hope all of my colleagues will join me in wish-
ing Mayor O’Hanlon all the luck in the future.
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When we look to the future we look for the
charisma and political perseverance which is
characteristic of Mr. O’Hanlon’s leadership.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 1997
WESTINGHOUSE SCIENCE TAL-
ENT FINALISTS

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Long Cai, Daniel James Durand,
Jonathan William Plaue, and Katheryn Joanna
Potenza, all of Long Island, NY. Competing
against the most talented young scientific
minds that America has to offer, these out-
standing high school scholars from Eastern
Long Island have all been recognized as Fi-
nalists in the 1997 Westinghouse Science Tal-
ent Search.

With the guidance of their teachers, the love
and support of their parents and each with
their own talent and work ethic, these four stu-
dents have successfully conducted break-
through scientific experiments while just in
high school. Those experiments so impressed
the judges at the Westinghouse Science Tal-
ent Search that they named Long, Daniel,
Jonathan, and Katheryn one of 40 finalists,
among 1,652 entrants nationwide.

Three of these students—Long Cai, Jona-
than Williams Plaue, and Katheryn Joanna
Potenza—attend Ward Melville High School in
Setauket, Long Island, where the demanding
and competitive WestPrep research program
produces Westinghouse science scholars on a
yearly basis. Daniel James Durand attends
Shoreham-Wading River High School, just a
few miles east of Setauket along Long Island’s
North Shore.

For his Westinghouse project in bio-
technology, Daniel Durand of Shoreham, Long
Island developed what could be a more effec-
tive and cost-efficient method for extracting ra-
dioactive uranium from contaminated soil. A 4-
year varsity wrestler and the vice president of
the Physical Fitness Club at Shoreham-Wad-
ing River, Daniel plans to study biomedical en-
gineering at Rice University.

Long Cai, of East Setauket, deduced that
there are mathematical relationships that de-
scribe the effects of rotating Fresnel Zone
Plates, magnifying glass lenses, on x-ray fo-
cusing, which will help scientists understand
the effects of misaligned plates. Born in China,
16-year-old Long mastered the English in just
the ninth-grade. He plans to study biomedical
engineering at the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.

Jonathan Plaue, of Stony Brook, collected
materials and services worth more than
$125,000 to create his environmental studies
project. Landfilling is no longer a permissible
waste disposal method on Long Island, so
waste-to-energy incineration has become
more prominent. Jonathan devised an effec-
tive method for replacing sand and gravel with
incinerator ash in the manufacture of asphalt,
which he calls ASHphalt. Jonathan hopes to
attend Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
to study chemical engineering.

Katheryn Potenza, of Setauket, examined
the effects of parents’ marriages and mothers’
socialization practices on the romantic rela-

tionships of adolescents for her Westinghouse
project in psychology. Katheryn collected data
from 57 mother-adolescent pairs, then com-
pleted her research at the nearby State Uni-
versity of New York at Stony Brook. She
hopes to pursue studies in psychology at the
University of Virginia.

During the week of March 5, all of the Wes-
tinghouse finalists will visit Washington, DC,
where they will compete for $205,000 in schol-
arships. I ask my colleagues in the U.S.
House of Representatives to extend their con-
gratulations to all of the 1997 Westinghouse
Science Talent Search finalists.
f

TRIBUTE TO GWENDOLYN BROOKS

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
honor and reverence that I offer this tribute to
a fellow Chicagoan, Poetess Gwendolyn
Brooks.

Her writings have painted the picture of Afri-
can-American people. A picture that is often
filled with deep emotion, resounding character,
and gallant triumphs. The depth of her talent
has allowed her writings to reveal the char-
acter and experiences of America as a whole.

The quality and importance of her poetry to
this Nation is evidenced by the fact that in
1950 she became the first African-American to
win the Pulitzer Prize for poetry. As further
evidence of her contribution to American let-
ters she has been awarded two Guggenheim
Fellowships, has served as a poetry consult-
ant to the Library of Congress, and currently
serves as State of Illinois poet laureate.

My words of praise cannot convey the depth
of my gratitude for her contribution to her com-
munity and her Nation. The writings of Gwen-
dolyn Brooks have the quality of a hand that
rocks a baby’s cradle. For the hand that
soothes a baby by rocking it to and fro is also
the same hand that disciplines the child—both
done with love. Her style of writing welcomes
and embraces. It is this characteristic of her
work that allows her to address difficult if not
disturbing issues we have addressed as indi-
viduals, as a people, and a nation without
being haughty or magnanimous.

Gwendolyn Brooks is an American treasure.
A treasure whose brilliance will never fade. It
is with deep affection that I offer this tribute.
f

WORLD NEEDS FAMILY PLANNING
FUNDS

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
highly commends to his colleagues the follow-
ing editorial regarding funds for international
family planning which appeared in the Omaha
World Herald on February 5, 1997.

WORLD NEEDS FAMILY-PLANNING FUNDS

The United States government’s commit-
ment to population control and support for
family-planning services around the world is
headed for another test in Congress. Anti-

abortion forces have slowed and reduced the
U.S. role in the past. We hope they don’t do
so again.

A vote is approaching on whether to re-
lease $385 million to provide family-planning
services to women in the world’s poorest
countries. The funds were allocated last year
but tied up by anti-abortion congressmen
who demanded stronger restrictions on using
the money to promote abortion.

U.S. funding for family-planning programs
around the world hit a record $547 million in
1995 but was slashed by 35 percent last year.
Ironically, the cut demanded by anti-abor-
tion leaders, which denied access to modern
contraceptives to seven million couples, re-
sulted in an estimated 1.6 million more abor-
tions, the Alan Guttmacher Institute has
said. The U.S. Agency for International De-
velopment, which handles the family-plan-
ning programs, said the funding delays have
‘‘resulted in programmatic disruption, ineffi-
ciencies’’ and an estimated $1 million in
extra administrative costs.

President Clinton has submitted a report
to Congress summarizing the negative im-
pact the lack of funding is having. The re-
port notes the unintended consequences of
more abortions and more infant and mater-
nal mortality Congress must act on that re-
port sometime this month, either reaffirm-
ing its decision to delay the money or allow-
ing it to be paid out.

Since 1973, Congress has forbidden the use
of U.S. tax dollars for abortions or abortion-
related services overseas. Money sent to the
United Nations for family planning and con-
traceptive services is clearly and unequivo-
cally segregated from any abortion-related
expenditures.

But anti-abortion forces have demanded
that Clinton return to what is known as the
Mexico City policy of the Reagan and Bush
administrations. That policy barred funding
for any organization that performs or pro-
motes abortion as a means of family plan-
ning, even though U.S. money would not be
used for those activities. Clinton canceled
the policy when he took office.

Werner Fornos, president of the Population
Institute, has suggested that the wider avail-
ability of family-planning services in devel-
oping nations could actually reduce abor-
tions, which now number 32 million a year.

Further delays in family-planning funding
would result in even more unintended preg-
nancies and more abortions. Anti-abortion
forces will have caused the very thing they
say they abhor most if they continue to
delay the release of family-planning money.

Population control is vital. Fast popu-
lation growth underpins most of the worst
problems facing the world—pollution, ero-
sion and soil depletion, loss of the rain for-
ests and a growing shortage of fresh water
for domestic and agricultural use. Modern,
easily available family-planning services can
make a big difference. Congress ought to re-
lease the funds needed to keep the inter-
national programs going.

f

INDEPENDENT FACT FINDERS
NEEDED TO STRENGTHEN HOUSE
ETHICS PROCESS

HON. DAVID DREIER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
today to join my distinguished colleague, Rep-
resentative LEE HAMILTON, in introducing
House Resolution 61. This resolution would for
the first time give private citizens a meaningful
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role in the House’s ethics process. Our fun-
damental goals are to further enhance the
openness of the House to make this institution
more responsive to the public, and to bolster
citizen confidence in Congress.

LEE HAMILTON and I developed this proposal
during our service as House co-chairmen of
the 1993 Joint Committee on the Organization
of Congress. Our resolution is based on the
testimony of many Members and outside ex-
perts about the strengths and weaknesses of
the current ethics process.

Let me first make a comment about LEE
HAMILTON’s recent announcement that this will
be his last term in Congress. LEE’s retirement
will be a big loss to this institution and the
American people. He has been a model legis-
lator for us all, and I wish him all the best in
whatever activity he chooses to pursue when
he leaves the House. In the meantime, I am
delighted to join with LEE once again in our
mutual interest to improve the work and rep-
utation of the legislative branch.

Specifically, House Resolution 61 would
make several important changes in the House
ethics process. First, it would authorize the
Speaker and minority leader to appoint jointly
20 independent fact finders at the beginning of
each Congress. These private citizens could
then be called upon to conduct ethics inves-
tigations for the Standards of Official Conduct
Committee. The definition of private citizens
includes, among others, former Members, staff
aides, and officers of Congress, but not lobby-
ists.

Second House Resolution 61 grants discre-
tionary authority to the Ethics Committee to
decide, on a case-by-case basis, when to re-
quest that private citizens be used to conduct
investigations involving allegations of ethical
misconduct. Our resolution provides that an
even number of fact finders—four or six—shall
be appointed jointly from the standby pool by
the chairman and ranking minority member of
the Standards Committee. Daily pay, travel,
and per diem costs are provided the fact find-
ers when they are engaged in ethics investiga-
tive work. Staff aides of the Standards Com-
mittee are authorized to assist the fact finders
in carrying out their responsibilities.

Third, the job of the fact finders is to con-
duct a preliminary review of the ethical com-
plaint. They are to make the detailed inquiries,
accumulate relevant background materials,
gather pertinent evidence, and so on—all ac-
tivities that usually consume enormous
amounts of time. A benefit that inheres in the
Hamilton-Dreier approach to ethics reform is
that it will alleviate time burdens on members
who will not have to do this pick and shovel
investigative work. Another benefit is to in-
crease public confidence that allegations of
ethical misconduct are being fully and inde-
pendently explored.

Fourth, after the preliminary review of the
ethics complaint has been completed, the pri-
vate citizens would report their finds and rec-
ommendations to the full Ethics Committee. If
the fact finders determine that their findings
justify further formal action by the Ethics Com-
mittee, they may, by majority vote, transmit a
statement of alleged violations to the ethics
panel.

Finally, in the event that a statement of al-
leged violations is sent to the Ethics Commit-
tee, that panel will then act as an adjudicatory
subcommittee as provided in the Committee’s
rules. The full Ethics Committee will then con-

duct its own review of the information transmit-
ted to it by the fact finders, including, if re-
quired, the convening of public hearings.

In our judgment, House Resolution 61 pro-
vides an innovative and flexible approach to
revamping the House’s ethics process. On
those high profile and complex cases, the Eth-
ics Committee can turn to a pool of private
citizens to conduct the investigations. For eth-
ics complaints that appear minor, the commit-
tee can continue to appoint its own sub-
committee to conduct the preliminary inquiry.

Everyone who serves in Congress under-
stands that public trust in the legislative
branch is not especially high. To be sure,
many factors have contributed to this develop-
ment, such as heightened cynicism in the
body politic, but public misgivings about how
Congress handles ethical charges against its
own Members also contribute to the lack of
citizen confidence. This institution must devote
more time and attention to congressional eth-
ics, which is why I strongly endorse the recent
establishment of a bipartisan House ethics
task force to revise and improve our ethics
process. This initiative by our Republican and
Democratic leaders deserves everyone’s sup-
port and encouragement.

Members and citizens alike have a large
stake in an improved ethics process. The
strength of representative government rests
fundamentally on public confidence in the in-
tegrity of our proceedings. In our view, there
is an inherent conflict-of-interest when only
members are involved in evaluating ethics
complaints against their peers. House Resolu-
tion 61 will address this issue by allowing pri-
vate citizens to assist in ethics investigations
on a case-by-case basis. Adoption of our res-
olution will further demonstrate that the House
and its Members care deeply about improving
and strengthening their ethical processes and
responsibilities.
f

FOR THE RELIEF OF FRANK
NOTREM

HON. JOSEPH P. KENNEDY II
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to ask the assistance of
all my colleagues in aiding a constituent in my
district, Mr. Frank Notrem.

Mr. Notrem is now 82 years old. Before
World War II he was in the National Guard;
when the war broke out he went to Europe to
fight. In all, he served in the Army for 40
years.

In civilian life he has dedicated his life to his
community, serving as a member of the Chel-
sea Fire Department for 32 years.

Seventeen years ago, Mr. Notrem was in-
jured on the job, breaking both his legs. He
was forced to retire due to those injuries.

At that time, Mr. Notrem’s wife, concerned
about the hospital bills that would soon come
due, hid 10 of Mr. Notrem’s veteran’s checks,
totaling $8,242.20. She hid them so well that
she forgot where they were. It was only re-
cently that they were discovered after Mrs.
Notrem passed away and her children were
cleaning up the house.

Though the money is owed, the checks are
no longer valid. Nonetheless, I believe this Na-

tion owes Mr. Notrem a debt of gratitude for
his service. Therefore, I have introduced legis-
lation requiring the Treasury Department to
pay Mr. Notrem the $8,242.20 he is owed.

Please join me in meeting our obligations to
Mr. Notrem.
f

SAN DIEGO HOSPICE: 20 YEARS OF
EXEMPLARY SERVICE

HON. BOB FILNER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker and colleagues, I
rise today to pay tribute to San Diego Hos-
pice. In 1977, local citizens, clergy members,
and medical professionals, motivated by a
shared concern for the plight of terminally ill
patients, joined together to create the San
Diego Hospice.

As one of the first hospice programs in the
country, San Diego Hospice set the standard
by which we provide care for the terminally ill
and their families. Now caring for more than
1,600 people a year, San Diego Hospice is
not only an integral part of our regional health
care system, it is an innovator, constantly
working to better its outreach and care.

San Diego Hospice has effectively em-
ployed San Diego’s large medical community
to foster education, and it was the first hospice
to bring palliative medicine into the curriculum
of a medical school—the University of Califor-
nia, San Diego, School of Medicine.

San Diego Hospice continues to develop
cutting edge programs that serve as an exam-
ple to other hospices. These include the Acute
Care Center, the Center for Palliative Studies,
and exceptional programs in pediatrics and
bereavement support.

Mr. Speaker, each and every day the San
Diego Hospice brightens the lives of terminally
ill patients and their loved ones. San Diego
has been blessed by the care provided by the
San Diego Hospice, and I am sure that it will
continue to serve as an excellent model of
people helping people and working together
for the betterment of their shared community.
f

SALUTING BEVERLY BRITTON
FRASER

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
pleasure that I rise today to recognize the
many years of invaluable community service
of Beverly Britton Fraser, Esq. Ms. Britton Fra-
ser, an attorney, has committed her life to win-
ning justice for the poor. Despite numerous
opportunities offered by corporate law firms
and government agencies, Ms. Britton Fraser,
a University of Buffalo School of Law grad-
uate, has zealously worked as a trial attorney
for the Legal Aid Society.

This native Brooklynite was also a ‘‘Partner
in Education.’’ As such, she visited inner-city
schools and talked with students of all ages
about her profession, substance abuse avoid-
ance, and attaining personal goals through
education. As a person who has always been
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influenced by an intense desire to give back to
her community, Ms. Britton Fraser has whole-
heartedly pursued her goals.

In 1992, in the course of her career as a
lawyer, Ms. Britton Fraser met and married
Errol Fraser, a certified public accountant. The
couple currently resides in Brooklyn where she
is a court attorney for Judge Bernard Fuchs of
the New York City Civil Court. She continues
to pursue that the belief that ‘‘justice is being
served for all,’’ but particularly for those who
are poor and downtrodden in our community.

For these reasons, it gives me great pleas-
ure to Salute Ms. Beverly Britton Fraser, a
community hero. I ask my colleagues to join
me in saluting Ms. Britton Fraser.
f

LET THE CHILDREN PRAY

HON. CLIFF STEARNS
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, prayer in
schools has moved to the front burner in
American politics, and for good reason. Today,
in many communities across the country, chil-
dren are forbidden to pray in schools. Not just
forbidden to participate in organized prayer,
which most constitutional scholars believe
would violate the U.S. Constitution, but forbid-
den to pray voluntarily, which is well within
every child’s constitutional rights.

For this reason, I have introduced a resolu-
tion in the House of Representatives that
would amend the Constitution to make it per-
fectly clear that voluntary school prayer is a
fundamental right that all school children
enjoy. The amendment, which is just 33
words, simply states:

Nothing in this Constitution shall prohibit
the inclusion of voluntary prayer in any pub-
lic school program or activity. Neither the
United States nor any State shall prescribe
the content of any such prayer.

It is a sad commentary on the state of
American jurisprudence that such an amend-
ment is necessary. it should be obvious to all
that the Government has no business, and no
right, to prohibit voluntary prayer by anyone.
Nevertheless, liberal activists have succeeded
in propagating the idea that any school prayer
violates the separation of church and state.

Nothing could be further from the truth. If
anything, my amendment would restore a
proper understanding of the church-state sep-
aration issue. School children would be per-
mitted to pray voluntarily, but no Government
entity could determine the content of such
prayer—which is as it should be.

There are those in America who would like
to see not only prayer, but all other religious
expression banished from public life alto-
gether. They will not succeed. Our Nation was
founded on Judeo-Christian principles and val-
ues that have just as much right to expression
in the public arena as the culture relativism so
fashionable today.

It is amazing that in a time when civility
seems to be breaking down all around us that
school prayer could be regarded as a threat.
On the contrary, it is the removal of moral in-
fluences from public life that has contributed to
our Nation’s social ills. By introducing a con-
stitutional amendment to ensure the rights of
school children to voluntary pray in school, I

hope I have made a small contribution toward
a restoration of the legitimate place of religion
in society.
f

BILL TO PROVIDE FOR PERMA-
NENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR
CERTAIN PERSIAN GULF EVACU-
EES

HON. NICK J. RAHALL II
OF WEST VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in-
troduce a bill to provide for the permanent
resident status for certain Persian Gulf War
Evacuees.

During the Persian Gulf War, the United
States decided to evacuate some 200 families,
approximately 2,000 individuals, the majority
of whom are stateless Palestinians, who had
been living in Kuwait. The United States Gov-
ernment evacuated these families to the Unit-
ed States after Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait but
before the United States military intervention
in that conflict, because the families all had
American children and some had harbored
American citizens during Iraq’s occupation.

The families initially were given temporary
protected status, and before President Bush
left office he approved deferred enforced de-
parture [DED] for the families. This status was
continued each year thereafter by President
Clinton. However, on December 31, 1996, the
White House did not continue the DED status.
Once in the United States, these families
began making a life, including having addi-
tional children. The majority of the families
have received permanent residency status.
However, approximately 47 families have not
received permanent residency status and have
now suddenly found themselves faced with
deportation. Kuwait will not accept them back
into the country. Most of the parents hold Jor-
danian passports, but are not necessarily Jor-
danian citizens. Even if Jordan could accept
them, Jordan is already burdened with tens of
thousands of Palestinians who left Kuwait dur-
ing the War. In addition, in Jordan the families
will have no economic assistance, no jobs in
an economy that is already burdened with un-
employed people, and no health care for their
children. This will all work to create severe
hardship on the children who are American
citizens and essentially will sentence them to
a life of impoverishment.

These families are principally composed of
professionals and technical people who are
dependent upon no one for their support in the
United States except by their own labor. They
have maintained an excellent record of citi-
zens training. They are a definite asset to this
country.

Mr. Speaker, going through with the depor-
tation would be an act of great injustice for a
small group of people who did not ask to be
evacuated here in the first place. But now that
they are here, fairness would require that they
be permitted to adjust their status so that they
may continue to raise their American citizen
children in this society.

Mr. Speaker, I call upon my colleagues to
join me in cosponsoring this legislation to
allow this small group to adjust their status to
permanent residents [immigrants]. Many of the
families placed themselves at grave risk by

harboring American citizens during Iraq’s oc-
cupation of Kuwait—keeping them safe until
they could leave or until American intervention
could drive the Iraqi’s out.

Deporting these few [47] families with Amer-
ican-born children is not the way for a grateful
Nation to show its thanks. Enacting this bill,
granting them permanent immigrant status, is.
f

CALIFORNIA CIVIL RIGHTS
INITIATIVE

HON. NEWT GINGRICH
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to submit into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the
remarks of five citizens given last night in a
tribute to Ward Connerly, the chairman of the
recent campaign for the California Civil Rights
Initiative. These five people shared with us
their own personal experiences dealing with
racial preferences. I would like to recognize
them for their courage in speaking out on such
a divisive issue.

REMARKS BY JANICE CAMARENA

Good evening ladies and gentlemen. My
name is Janice Camarena, and I am glad to
be here to honor Ward Connerly.

The first time I called Ward’s office, I
wanted to find out how I could get involved
in proposition 209, and I was very nervous.
Here I was, talking to a man who was not
only a University of California regent, but
also the chairman of an initiative that would
have a great effect on the future of my chil-
dren. Later, after I met Ward for the first
time, I just had to hug him—he probably
thought I was crazy, but that was okay with
me * * *

Over the last year and a half, Ward has
gone from being someone I was nervous
about talking with, to being a great speaker
whom I respect, to being my mentor, my
friend and a hero.

I met Ward at a very difficult time in my
life. I was in the middle of a lawsuit I had
filed against the State of California, chal-
lenging the racially segregated programs in
our community college system. I had been
kicked out of an English 101 class after meet-
ing every requirement except one—my skin
was the wrong color.

On the first day of class, the teacher told
me and one other white female student that
there was a problem, that there were a cou-
ple of students who did not belong, that the
class was for African-American students, and
that we would have to leave. I later learned
that this class was part of something called
the ‘‘Black Bridge Program’’ designed for
black students only.

What happened at school affected not only
me, but my two daughters as well. My first
daughter was born when I was sixteen and
her father is white. The following year, I
married a Mexican man; he died two weeks
after my second daughter was born. From
the beginning, I taught my daughters that
most people are basically good, that most
people will judge them by who they are as in-
dividuals, and not by their color.

But when I walked into that federally-
funded English class and was ordered to walk
out of it, I realized that I had misled my
children. I realized that my daughters would
not be treated equally—not by their govern-
ment, their public education system, their
teachers or their counselors. And I wondered
what kind of future this country held for my
multi-racial children.
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My daughters had asked me if discrimina-

tion is wrong, and I had always said yes, it
is always wrong. After I was kicked out of
class because of my color, my daughters had
new questions—if discrimination is wrong,
they asked, how come your school doesn’t
know that? If discrimination is wrong, they
asked, how come our government doesn’t
know that? I told my daughters that I did
not have the answers, but that I would find
out.

The following semester, I enrolled in a
non-segregated English class and decided to
write my research paper on segregated pro-
grams. I found that we had two different seg-
regated programs in our community col-
leges—the ‘‘Black Bridge Program’’ I men-
tioned before, and the ‘‘Puente Program’’ for
Mexican-Americans. These programs were
closed to everyone except black or Mexican-
American students. I thought: About nine
years from now, both of my daughters could
be going to this same school, but one will be
eligible for a special program and one will
not—and only because my daughters have
different colors.

I filed my lawsuit, and later I came to
meet Ward Connerly and work on the CCRI
campaign. On November 6, 1996 I got to tell
my children what I had been longing to tell
them for two and one-half years. I got to tell
them that big people make mistakes, and
that race-based policies were a really bad
mistake on our government’s part * * * but
because as Americans we had stood and
fought together, I told them, now their gov-
ernment, their public education system,
their teachers and counselors had to treat
them as they were created, * * * equally.

I owe a big part of that to Ward. If it were
not for his courage and love for the human
race as a whole, I would not have been able
to tell my children that.

In the very short time I have known him,
I have learned many things from Ward
Connerly. I have learned the meaning of dig-
nity and integrity. I have learned the value
of freedom and equality. And I have learned
never to take life, liberty and justice for
granted. Most importantly, I have learned
about the kind of person I would like to be
someday.

To a man who has chosen to take up the
fight and bear the burden for the sake of our
children, for the sake of my children, I say:
You have touched our lives and our hearts in
a tremendous way. And you will always, al-
ways be a hero to me.

REMARKS BY DAVID ROGERS

Ward Connerly often speaks with reverence
about early civil rights heroes, including
Rosa Parks and Martin Luther King, Jr., and
it is right that he does so. Indeed, it is Mr.
Connerly’s frequent invocation of Rosa
Parks that most captures my imagination,
because she has long been a particular hero
of mine.

Like Mrs. Parks, my friend Cheryl Hop-
wood, I and others were forced to sit in the
back of the bus, and forced to sit there by de-
liberate, malicious and unconstitutional
state action. The bus in question was the ad-
missions process at the University of Texas
at Austin Law School, and it was on this bus
that I—not unlike many others here and all
around the country—became a victim of af-
firmative action in the virulent form of rac-
ism.

In her struggle to integrate the buses of
Montgomery, Mrs. Parks had the help of the
National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People. To its eternal discredit, the
NAACP did not see fit to help me. Fortu-
nately I had another, equally tenacious ally.
His name is Steve Smith, and he is the deter-
mined, idealistic and extraordinarily com-

petent young lawyer who took the place of
the NAACP for me and my co-plaintiffs.
Steve uncovered the secret machinations at
the University of Texas that constituted
what I have come to call affirmative racism.

Unlike the old segregationism, affirmative
racism—the selective inclusion or exclusion
of people on the basis of assigned race or eth-
nic group membership—operates behind a
veil of secrecy, halftruths and even lies. In
the law school admissions case, we plaintiffs
were able to expose the race preferences of
the Texas system, although we were not able
to achieve appropriate monetary redress—or
admission to the UT Law School according
to individual qualifications based on merit
rather than accidents of birth. Sadly, follow-
ing a ruling in our favor in the fifth circuit,
the university’s appeal to the U.S. Supreme
Court resulted in a vague statement of ‘‘no
genuine controversy.’’ Meanwhile, the UT
Law School replaced its affirmatively racist
admissions process with one that has no ob-
jective standards whatsoever. So affirmative
racism can still proceed under the cloak of
vagueness.

Our exposure-without-victory experience
demonstrates why initiatives like propo-
sition 209—the California civil rights initia-
tive—are so important to this nation’s fu-
ture. While all of us stand upon the shoul-
ders of the giants who dismantled America’s
original racism, and are proud to do so, not
a few invoke the legacy of Rosa Parks and
Martin King to justify a perfidious agenda of
deliberate race discrimination. Ward
Connerly stands with the giants, and against
the corrupt—and we should all stand with
him against the corrupt, until even the Uni-
versity of Texas is colorblind.

REMARKS BY VALERY PECH

Good evening, I am glad to be with you.
In August 1989, the small family business

that my husband Randy and I started lost
yet another Federal highway subcontract on
which we had submitted the lowest bid. We
didn’t like it, and we fought the decision. Six
year later, in June 1995, the Supreme Court
ruled against the quota-based decision-mak-
ing used against us.

We celebrated our victory in Adarand vs.
Pena, not least by recalling that above the
entrance to the Air Force Academy near our
home in Colorado Springs appear the words,
‘‘Bring me men to match my mountains.’’
Always blessed, America has been blessed
most of all because it has always had men to
match her mountains—men like William
Pendley at Mountain States Legal Founda-
tion, who argued our case, and men like
Ward Connerly, who matches every peak of
the majestic Rockies.

Randy and I are so thankful for what Ward
Connerly has done—not just because he had
the courage to take the discrimination issue
to the people of California, but because of
the manner in which he did it. I don’t know
what is the most impressive: The success at
the ballot box, the victory over the politics
of hatred and division, or Ward Connerly’s
mastery of the language in explaining it all.
I don’t know, so you take your pick. I will
say only that the Bible teaches that if we
speak without love we are only ‘‘a clanging
cymbal.’’ Ward Connerly’s words were al-
ways of love, even in an often hateful, vi-
cious campaign.

Randy and I know what it is like to con-
duct such a campaign. During our long fight,
the most insulting thing was the portrayal
of Randy as a ‘‘angry white man’’—and not
just because Randy is the most gracious,
even-tempered and genuinely nice guy I ever
met, although that’s why I married him! The
‘‘angry white male’’ slogan was insulting be-
cause this battle was not Randy’s alone. It

never was and isn’t now. It is our battle, all
of us.

When we started our company in 1976, we
had more women than men owners, all fam-
ily except one close friend. We were told
many times that we should be certified as a
‘‘WBE’’, a women-business-enterprise, and so
qualify for our piece of the quota pie. We re-
fused to do that because we believe quotas
are wrong.

We didn’t and don’t want to be judged by
the sex or race of the owners or operators of
our company. We did and do want to be
judged on the basis of the quality and timeli-
ness of our work, and the reasonableness of
its cost. A good highway guardrail is a good
highway guardrail, regardless of the race or
sex of its builder—that’s what we believe.

The battle we fought was Randy’s and my
battle for yet another reason. Men, being
men, bear the injuries and insults of the
business world stoically. Women are not so
similarly inclined. We women have seen the
pain suffered when our sons and husbands are
judged not by who they are and what they
can do, but instead by their race—and we
don’t like it one bit.

If anyone is angry, it is we mothers and
wives. As Ward Connerly has explained, the
so-called political equation of people-of-
color-plus-white-women, versus white-men,
just doesn’t add up.

In my heart I believe that the greater sis-
terhood of women of all colors rejects and re-
pudiates racism, whatever its course, on be-
half of husbands, sons, and daughters as well.
As a mother, I am grateful to Ward Connerly
for another reason. I paraphrase Mr.
Connerly in saying that we will not pass ra-
cial guilt along like a baton, from our gen-
eration to the next. We will not do so be-
cause we have the example of how Ward
Connerly conducted the CCRI campaign, and
its success with the youth of California. Re-
member, in a mock ballot held before last
November’s election, California’s high school
students voted 60–40 in favor of CCRI. What
a wonderful message of hope for this great
country.

Mr. Connerly, you fostered that message of
hope. Randy and I salute you, and we thank
you on behalf of our children, Kendra and
Ted. God bless you.

REMARKS BY STANLEY DEA

Mr. Connerly, ladies and gentlemen, good
evening.

My grandfather came to Chinatown, San
Francisco, from southern China in the 1890’s.
Later he moved to Arizona, where he was fol-
lowed by my father in 1914 and my mother in
1939. Those early Chinese immigrants all en-
countered discrimination and bad treatment.
However, my forebears believed that Ameri-
ca’s bright hope for opportunity and freedom
far outweighed any setbacks and they had no
thought of expecting—much less relying on—
racial preferences or quotas to make their
way. Despite ill treatment, in two genera-
tions my family caught up with everyone
else, due to hard work, sacrifice and perse-
verance.

My family did not believe that equal op-
portunity means equal results. I grew up in
a Chinese home, went through university, re-
ceived a Ph.D. in engineering, and became a
professional engineer. In 1977 I accepted an
executive position with the Washington Sub-
urban Sanitary Commission, or WSSC, a
public water and wastewater utility in the
Maryland suburbs. From 1977 to 1990, I was
director of WSSC’s bureau of planning and
design, where I supervised approximately 250
employees. I saw WSSC’s personnel and con-
tracting policies escalate into preferences
and quotas. I took an uncompromising stand
for the principles of merit and equal oppor-
tunity for all.
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In 1989, my department offered a pro-

motion to a white female, the highest rank-
ing candidate. She declined, and my superi-
ors denied my request to re-advertise the po-
sition, to broaden the pool of candidates.
When I then offered the position to the sec-
ond-highest ranked candidate, a white male,
I was suspended without pay for five days for
alleged ‘‘gross insubordination’’ in not hiring
a minority and not supporting the so-called
affirmative action plan. After a hearing, the
charge was reduced to mere ‘‘insubordina-
tion,’’ but WSSC did not change any of its
discriminatory policies.

In 1990, I attempted to fill another opening,
determining that the three most-qualified
candidates were white males. Because I
failed to recommend a minority or female, I
was demoted. WSSC took away my office,
secretary, company car and all supervisory
responsibilities. I was moved to a specially
created staff position, banished to the equiv-
alent of corporate Siberia, solely because I
refused to discriminate by using race and sex
as the primary selection criteria.

In 1993, I filed a civil rights suit against
WSSC, represented pro bono by the Institute
for Justice and a private attorney, Douglas
Herbert. I will always be profoundly grateful
to Chip Mellor, the institute’s president, to
Clint Bolick, its litigation director, and to
Douglas Herbert for the magnificent job done
in representing my case, not only in Federal
court, but also in the court of public opinion.
The lawsuit alleges that WSSC’s retaliation
against me violated the Civil Rights Act of
1964 and infringed upon my first amendment
free speech rights. It seeks an end to WSSC’s
quota system as well as reinstatement and
damages. The suit is believed to be the first
challenge to Government actions that punish
opposition to quotas. The case was tried in
September 1995; sixteen months later, a ver-
dict is still pending.

Tonight we gather to honor an individual
who has worked tirelessly to dismantle the
machinery spawned by the false premise that
we should use discrimination to cure dis-
crimination—a man who knows that spoils
systems based on race and sex imply that
those favored are inferior and thus stig-
matize competent people as incompetent.
Ward Connerly knows that affirmative ac-
tion doesn’t work, that it is morally wrong,
and that it must be abolished. He stands on
the ledge of allegiance to ‘‘liberty and jus-
tice for all,’’ and on the principle of the Dec-
laration of Independence, that ‘‘all men are
created equal.’’ Because of his vision, heroic
courage and leadership on proposition 209, he
has endured and persevered against vicious
ad hominem attacks. I am inspired and great-
ly honored to offer tribute to Ward Connerly
tonight.

REMARKS BY LOU ANN MULLEN

Good evening. I want to share the story of
our family because it shows how wrong it is
when the government uses race to classify
individuals.

My family is a so-called multi-racial fam-
ily. We are often described that way, but I
don’t think of us that way. To me, we are
just my family. It’s government that high-
lights racial differences to keep families like
mine apart. That is wrong.

In 1992 we are blessed with our little boy
Matthew. When he was nine days old, the De-
partment of Protective and Regulatory Serv-
ices put him in our foster care, and each day
we grew to love him more.

Matthew was, as they say, something else.
He would look out the window and smile so
big at his beautiful world, as if it were there
for him alone to view. He made all our lives
matter a little more than they had before.
We told the social worker from the depart-

ment that we wanted Matthew in our lives
forever, but she quickly said: ‘‘No, don’t even
think about it. He is black and he will go to
a black home.’’ The words still echo in my
mind.

For the two years we had Matthew, the so-
cial worker and the department searched for
a black home. At that time, Matthew’s
brother, Joseph, was in another foster home,
In 1994 the state finally found a black home
for both boys, a family that seemed to come
from nowhere.

I’ll never forget the day that Matthew had
to leave. He took the world we had come to
love with him that day, except for one treas-
ured memory: His soft little handprint,
which had graced his window so many times
when he’d look out at his world from our
home, the world he had come to know. That
little handprint was all I had to hold on to,
and I wouldn’t let anyone wash it away.

Our family tried to return to our old life,
but it wasn’t the same without Matthew.
After two and one-half months of grieving
and wondering what he must be going
through, our phone rang. It was the depart-
ment, calling to say that Matthew’s and Jo-
seph’s adoptive placement had broken up.
The family didn’t want Matthew and Joseph
anymore, so the department put them back
in foster care—but not with us!

We asked once more, ‘‘Please! Let us
adopt! Let us have Joseph, too!’’ We were
told: ‘‘No, it would be in the best interest of
the children to have a same-race home.’’ If a
same-race home weren’t found, they said,
they’d put Matthew and Joseph in a group
home.

My pain was greater than any I had ever
experienced in my life. I prayed and asked
God to please make it stop. God answered,
and led us to the Institute for Justice, which
helped us stand up to the Department and
made them consider us as an adoptive fam-
ily. The department said they had to quote-
review-unquote for application, but hopes
grew really dim when we saw the boys on TV
and in a newspaper ad stating ‘‘Brothers
need a loving home.’’ The department adver-
tised even though they knew we could give
Matthew and Joseph a loving home.

The the foster family fell apart. The de-
partment needed a place to put the boys, and
they called us . . . but they said they would
place Matthew and Joseph only as a foster
placement, not an adoptive one. We were
happy to have the boys, but we knew that de-
partment was looking again for a same-race
family. We held on to each day with the
boys, fearing each would be the last. It was
such a harsh punishment for simply wanting
to be a family.

In April 1995, the Institute for Justice filed
suit. Only then—finally—did the department
agree to let us adopt.

I thank God every night for giving me the
honor to be Matthew’s and Joseph’s mother,
and for the people at the Institute for Jus-
tice. They gave a voice to our boys so that
other children might one day look through
their windows with a smile, secure that they
have a family and love in all the colors of
the world.

I am honored to be here tonight, and I am
proud to honor a man who sees beyond color
and who fights so that all of us can be heard
as individuals. God bless you, Ward
Connerly.

THE CHILD PASSENGER SAFETY
ACT OF 1997

HON. STENY H. HOYER
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, it gives me great
pleasure to rise today to introduce the Child
Passenger Safety Act of 1997 with my col-
league from Maryland, Mrs. MORELLA. This
legislation, put simply, seeks to save the lives
of thousands of children across the country.
Every day, parents, grandparents, and con-
cerned citizens take the time and responsibility
to place young children in child safety seats.
Unfortunately, the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration [NHTSA] estimates that
nearly two-thirds of all child safety restraints
are misused.

Because of this alarmingly high rate of mis-
use and the benefits that can be seen by the
proper use of child safety seats, NHTSA com-
missioned a blue ribbon panel in 1995 to
study this issue and make recommendations
on ways to solve the problem of misuse. Im-
pressively, safety experts, Government agen-
cies, safety seat manufacturers, and several
auto manufacturers sat down together with a
common interest and concern, and explored
options for communicating the issues of com-
patibility and proper and secure installation of
child restraint systems.

Representing thousands of conscientious
and responsible parents who place their chil-
dren in safety seats every day, unaware of the
risks and dangers that their children may face,
I took great interest in this issue. I have
worked closely with Congresswoman MORELLA
for the past 2 years to raise awareness of the
issue, encourage and support the auto manu-
facturers’ voluntary efforts, and participate in
education drives. In fact, I have attended two
child safety seat check events in my district
and the turnout by the public was most en-
couraging and impressive. I also attended the
signing ceremony of a partnership between
General Motors and the National Safe Kids
Campaign last year which created a major,
national grass roots campaign to educate par-
ents about child passenger safety issues.
General Motors, and now Chrysler, have vol-
untarily committed millions of dollars and con-
siderable manpower to this cause and are to
be commended for their efforts.

However, Mr. Speaker, resources are
scarce and all of the concerned child safety
organizations and consumer groups are
stretched for dollars to sponsor safety seat
check events. Therefore, this legislation would
provide $7.5 million in fiscal years 1998 and
1999 to the Secretary of Transportation for the
purpose of awarding education and training
program grants to agencies and associated or-
ganizations on the local, State, and national
level.

Mr. Speaker, NHTSA is to be commended
for their leadership on this issue. We must
support their efforts as they continue to de-
velop guidelines under which there would be a
single, uniform attachment system. In the
meantime, we must commit the necessary
funding to ensure that we inform and educate
the public on how to best protect their chil-
dren.

The number of children who die each year
in motor vehicle crashes is truly devastating.
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However, this number is made all the more
egregious because so many young children
die as a result of unknown misuse of these
devices.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my colleagues
to cosponsor this very important legislation in
the days and weeks ahead. And, as Child
Passenger safety awareness week, and all of
the attention it has received, winds down, we
must not relinquish our zeal to ensure that all
parents, grandparents, and concerned adults
receive any and all of the information and edu-
cational tools necessary to protect our Na-
tion’s children. Thank you.
f

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION

HON. RICK LAZIO
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker. The aftermath of
the tragic crash of TWA Flight 800 has placed
an enormous burden on the resources of the
people of New York. Today my colleagues
GARY ACKERMAN and MIKE FORBES join me in
introducing legislation directing FEMA to reim-
burse Suffolk County, Nassau County, the city
and the State of New York for the expenses
they incurred as a result of the crash. These
expenses include the State and local costs for
salvage operations, investigation of the crash
and identification of the victims.

State officials break down the costs as fol-
lows: New York State, $5 million; Suffolk
County, $5.8 million; Nassau County,
$325,000; and New York City, $1.1 million, to-
taling over $12.4 million. New York, especially
my home county, Suffolk County, has been at
the forefront of the efforts to find the answers
to this catastrophe for the victims families and
for the American people. State and local gov-
ernments provided a strong foundation and in-
frastructure to enable the Federal agencies in-
volved to operate effectively and efficiently.
State and local officials provided a number of
helicopters and support personnel, divers,
housing for Federal officials, morgue services,
mental health and crisis counseling for the vic-
tims’ families. All of which placed a tremen-
dous strain on State and local budgets. It also
has taken its toll on the dedicated men and
women who have devoted long hours to the
salvage operation sometimes under dan-
gerous conditions. Our legislation will ensure
that these efforts do not translate into cuts in
other needed State and county services.

The cause of the crash remains unknown,
and since it happened over the ocean, finding
out why it occurred has been extremely dif-
ficult. It is not known whether the crash is the
result of terrorism—if so, the Federal Govern-
ment will bear the costs, negligence—then
those at fault are responsible for paying, the
action of a private party, or something else.
Nevertheless, simply because the cause of the
crash is inconclusive, the financial burden of
the recovery, investigation and identification of
the victims should not fall unfairly upon the
residents of the State of New York and the
County of Suffolk. President Clinton recog-
nized the unusual circumstances surrounding
the crash, personally visited the site and
pledged his support.

Last September, I asked the President to re-
imburse New York for the costs it incurred

from the disaster. Further, Governor Pataki
and other New York Republicans have for-
mally requested the Federal assistance. Our
legislation will ensure that the people of New
York will receive the financial relief they de-
serve, and I ask all members of this chamber
to support this important bill.
f

IN RECOGNITION OF THE CENTER
FOR AIDS

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to con-

gratulate the Center for AIDS upon the dedica-
tion of its new location in Houston on Friday,
February 14, 1997. This larger, better-
equipped center will ensure that HIV/AIDS pa-
tients and physicians have comprehensive and
up-to-date information about AIDS treatment
and research. I wish to thank and congratulate
the founders of the center, L. Joel Martinez,
Chris Kerr, and Michael Peranteau, for their
life-saving leadership.

With tremendous medical advances such as
protease inhibitors, AIDS is becoming more
and more a treatable and survivable disease.
But successful treatment depends on obtain-
ing the right medical information as quickly as
possible. That is what the Center for AIDS is
all about.

This new center will provide critical sources
of information, including a publicly accessible
computer to search the Internet free-of-charge;
a collection of medical and scientific journals
specifically targeting HIV/AIDS; and a daily
bulletin board on HIV/AIDS treatment options
that patients can review. Through the work of
its founders, the Center for AIDS created a
newsletter called Research Initiative Treatment
Action [RITA] to distribute to patients and ad-
vocates on a weekly basis. Each week, advo-
cates, patients, and medical professionals re-
ceive the latest information about world-wide
research and treatment options.

The center also provides free literature from
AIDS organizations and pharmaceutical com-
panies about various treatment options. With
this information, patients and their doctors can
make better decisions about their health and
be better consumers of health care services.
This will save lives and reduce treatment
costs.

The center will also serve as a gathering
place for community forums and monthly treat-
ment meetings. With more space, the center
will be able to serve more clients and help
more people.

The Center for AIDS was founded in 1995
by three dedicated individuals, L. Joel Mar-
tinez, Chris Kerr, and Michael Peranteau. Both
Michael and Joel are HIV positive. These indi-
viduals recognized that there was a need for
accurate, up-to-date information about HIV
and AIDS treatment. The center was created
to fill this void. The center currently has a
budget of $238,000 all of which is privately
funded.

Mr. L. Joel Martinez, a founder of the cen-
ter, serves as the scientific and medical expert
who analyzes and gathers relevant medical in-
formation about HIV/AIDS. Mr. Martinez also
works with local medical professionals to en-
sure that HIV/AIDS patients are included in re-
search protocols at the Texas Medical Center.

I commend the founders, staff, and volun-
teers of the Center for AIDS for their life-sav-
ing work. They are a vital link in our increas-
ingly successful fight against AIDS.
f

MAKING CHANGES TO THE COAST-
AL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT

HON. MARSHALL ‘‘MARK’’ SANFORD
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I strongly sup-
port the intent of the Coastal Barrier Re-
sources Act [CBRA] to remove Federal incen-
tives for new construction on undeveloped
coastal barriers. However, we should not deny
Federal flood insurance to individuals who pur-
chased property in developed communities.
One example is Huntington Marsh, SC, which
was erroneously included in the 1990 Coastal
Barrier Improvement Act. For this reason, I am
introducing a bill to make technical corrections
to maps relating to the Coastal Barrier Re-
sources System.

In 1988, the Department of Interior issued a
report to Congress recommending coastal
property for inclusion in the Coastal Barrier
Resources System. In a letter I received from
Noreen Clough with the Fish and Wildlife
Service [FWS], she stated: ‘‘The service
[FWS] did not recommend inclusion of Hun-
tington Marsh area into the CBRS (report to
Congress in 1988).’’ There is no information
indicating why Huntington Marsh or the sur-
rounding area known as SC–03 was included
in the final map approved by Congress.

According to her letter, ‘‘Neither the Depart-
ment nor the service contacted individual land-
owners that were potentially affected.’’ Had
this community been allowed the opportunity
to voice objection, they would not have been
included in the act because the property quali-
fied as a developed rather than an undevel-
oped area. Under the description of the bill,
developed communities are exempt from inclu-
sion in the act. A community is considered un-
developed if it contains less than one structure
per 5 acres. In 1990, more than 10 homes
were built on the 20 acres located in the Hun-
tington Marsh subdivision and many other
property owners had plans for construction of
homes on their property. This illustrates that
the community would have been considered
developed under the law.

Adding or removing areas from a CBRA unit
requires an act of Congress. This bill does not
amend the CBRA, it merely redraws the
boundary to omit the 20 acres of Huntington
Marsh from the restrictions under the act. This
change will only affect property on the south-
western edge of SC–03 along Highway 17 that
was erroneously included in the first place. I
urge your support for this legislation.
f

BLACK HISTORY MONTH

HON. MICHAEL R. McNULTY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. McNULTY. Mr. Speaker, because I was
unable to participate in Tuesday’s Special
Order commemorating Black History Month, I
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respectfully submit this extension of remarks
on behalf of Sgt. Henry Johnson’s candidacy
for the Congressional Medal of Honor.

Sgt. Henry Johnson, an African-American
soldier from Albany, NY, performed extraor-
dinary acts of bravery during World War I.
However, he has yet to receive the honor and
recognition he deserves from the Nation he so
heroically served.

According to the Department of the Army,
on the night of May 15, 1918, near Verdun,
France, then Private Johnson, a member of
the all-Black 369th Infantry Regiment, gallantly
fought off an attack from an enemy patrol of
at least 12 German soldiers. On that night,
Johnson killed four German soldiers, wounded
numerous others, rescued a wounded com-
rade, and captured a stockpile of weapons. He
accomplished this feat by using grenades, rifle
fire, and engaging in hand-to-hand combat
with both the butt of his rifle and his French
bolo knife. In the midst of the fighting, John-
son was severely wounded.

To acknowledge and reward this act of
valor, the French Government honored John-
son on May 24, 1918—just 9 days after the
engagement. Citing ‘‘his magnificent example
of courage and energy,’’ it awarded Johnson
with the Croix de Guerre, for all intents and
purposes the highest strictly military honor a
foreign soldier can receive. Last year, 78
years after the fact, the Department of De-
fense finally awarded Henry Johnson the Pur-
ple Heart. Mr. Speaker, he deserves the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor.

During this celebration of African-American
History, I need not remind you of the great in-
justices that took place in our Nation during
the years of legalized racial segregation. No
one disputes that the values for which Amer-
ican stands were undermined during that pe-
riod. I simply urge that those who bravely
fought for those values, in spite of the then-ex-
isting practices of American society, receive
their just reward.

The fact is that Sergeant Johnson and many
other African-American soldiers performed he-
roic service during World War I. To date, only
one of these men has received the Medal of
Honor—and that was awarded 73 years after
his death on the battlefield. This is wrong. We
must correct this blemish on our history.

If we as a Nation are going to realize, as
President Clinton noted in his State of the
Union, that our ‘‘diversity is our greatest
strength,’’ we must settle the errors of our
past. If we are going to ‘‘give all of our citi-
zens, whatever their background, an oppor-
tunity to achieve their greatness,’’ we must
honor those who have already earned great
distinction.

To be sure, as our colleague, the gentleman
from Oklahoma, reminded us just a week ago,
‘‘Government can’t ease all the pain’’ of racial
division. But when Government can effectively
act, it should; when Government has been
part of the problem, it must be part of the so-
lution. I therefore urge all the Members of this
House to do justice to the memory of St.
Henry Johnson and support the effort to award
him the Congressional Medal of Honor.

DISASTER ASSISTANCE LOANS

HON. PATSY T. MINK
OF HAWAII

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing legislation that will help our
Nation’s farmers survive disastrous outbreaks
of plant viruses and diseases which virtually
wipe out entire crops. This bill would ensure
that crop losses resulting from plant viruses
and other devastating plan diseases are in-
cluded under the crop insurance program as
well as the noninsured crop assistance pro-
grams and that agriculture producers who suf-
fer these losses are eligible for emergency
loans.

The current U.S. Department of Agriculture
crop insurance and noninsured assistance
programs do not specify which crops are eligi-
ble for insurance. This makes our farmers very
vulnerable to administrative reviews on wheth-
er a particular crop is eligible for assistance
usually with negative results.

Under current law, crop diseases are not eli-
gible for low-interest emergency loans. Agri-
culture producers can only qualify for emer-
gency loans when crop damages are caused
by adverse weather conditions and other natu-
ral phenomena which have caused severe
physical property damage or production
losses. Since the USDA does not consider
plant disease-virus a natural disaster, farmers
are limited to USDA funds-resources which
are due to weather as causing production or
physical losses.

In Hawaii, nearly 300 farmers are suffering
from the disastrous effects of the Papaya
Ringspot Virus [PRV]. The disease produces
lumpy, tasteless fruit and severely reduces
production and eventually kills the plants. Pa-
paya farmers estimate that they will incur $27
million of losses due to the loss of these PRV-
infested trees.

A similar situation is taking place in the
Southwest and Southeast United States where
wheat producers are battling the Karnal bunt
fungus. This disease gives a fishy odor and
taste to flour made from affected wheat. In
one State alone, producers have already lost
an estimated $25 million.

Mr. Speaker, our Nation’s farmers are the
envy of the world. They provide us with the
highest quality food and ensure that we will al-
ways have a stable food supply. We need to
provide financial assistance when they are hit
by disaster, natural or disease. I strongly urge
my colleagues to support this legislation and
help our farmers survive these natural borne
disasters.
f

COMMEMORATION OF MALIBU
CHILDHOOD CANCER AWARENESS
DAY

HON. BRAD SHERMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
commemorate February 14 as Childhood Can-
cer Awareness Day in the city of Malibu, CA.
I would also ask that you join me in honoring
the American Cancer Fund for Children and its

founder Steve Firestein for their diligent work
helping children. The tireless work of this or-
ganization has not only highlighted the issue
of childhood cancer in the United States, but
has provided a positive influence on hundreds
of young lives effected with cancer. I am
pleased to offer my highest congratulations for
the deep sense of community the American
Cancer Fund for Children has given to the city
of Malibu. I would also like to commend the
city of Malibu as it adds itself to the growing
number of communities who have adopted a
Childhood Cancer Awareness Day in the Los
Angeles area. I am very proud to have com-
munity-based efforts of this caliber in my dis-
trict, and am thrilled to have the opportunity to
bring such accomplishments to the attention of
this body.

Each year approximately 10,000 more
American children will be diagnosed with can-
cer, making cancer the leading cause of death
by disease among children in the United
States. Motivated by these losses the Amer-
ican Cancer Fund for Children has worked
tirelessly to heighten community awareness of
childhood cancer. All too often the costs in-
curred in the treatment of cancer far exceeds
the average family’s financial resources. The
American Cancer Fund for Children has estab-
lished itself to provide financial assistance to
such families who find themselves experienc-
ing financial hardship with a child undergoing
a bone marrow transplant. The organization
understands the importance of communities
coming together to provide social services to
those families in need, not wanting one child
in need of treatment to be turned away be-
cause their families could not afford them. As
the demands for cancer treatment grow each
year, the organization has also taken on great-
er challenges to meet the demand for patient
and family services to help ensure the quality
of care to better promote the chances of sur-
vival. These services have provided an assort-
ment of patient psychosocial services de-
signed to nurture self-esteem, encourage peer
interaction and better generate special patient
communication. The Main Street Children’s
Services Program has received praise from
across the United States for their efforts in
providing gifts via visits for the emotional sup-
port of the children. These efforts have lifted
the spirits of children nationwide through the
simple gift of giving with a human touch.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me and our
colleagues in recognizing the accomplish-
ments of the American Cancer Fund for Chil-
dren in cooperation with the city of Malibu, in
highlighting childhood cancer with the estab-
lishment of a Childhood Cancer Awareness
Day.
f

‘‘TOWNSHIP OF THE YEAR’’
BESTOWED ON MAINE TOWNSHIP

HON. HENRY J. HYDE
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, please permit me

to share with my colleagues the recent news
that Maine Township, IL was named our
State’s ‘‘Township of the Year.’’

Bestowed annually by the Illinois Township
Association, the award was presented to
Maine Township for its very innovative pro-
grams for senior citizens. The award follows a
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similar one awarded to the township last year
for its programs for youths.

Maine Township’s Adult and Senior Serv-
ices Department was created in 1985. Today,
the department provides a wide range of pro-
grams and services for the estimated 40,000
adults over the age of 55 who live in Maine
Township. In addition to a wide array of social
activities, the township also sponsors the Sen-
ior Citizen Information and Assistance Service.
The service provides a comprehensive guide
to available resources including senior hous-
ing, medical services, social and mental health
services, nutrition, home delivered meals, em-
ployment, energy assistance, social activities,
and tax information.

In recent years the township has also
placed growing emphasis on intergenerational
programs that bring together seniors, children
and young adults in numerous educational ac-
tivities.

No programs as comprehensive as those of-
fered to Maine’s seniors could exist without
the dedication of many great people. Permit
me to offer a note of congratulations to the
many hard-working and dedicated township of-
ficials including Supervisor Mark Thompson;
Trustees Robert Provenzano, Willard ‘‘Bill’’
Bell, Regan D. Ebert and Carol A. Teschky;
Clerk Gary K. Warner; Assessor Thomas E.
Rueckert; Collector Anita D. Rifkind; and High-
way Commissioner Bill Fraser.
f

THE AMERICAN FLAG—A TRIBUTE
TO THE SYMBOL OF AMERICA’S
FREEDOM

HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to the great symbol of freedom in
these United States, the American flag. The
American flag is nationally and internationally
recognized as the symbol of the United States
and all that it stands for. Today, my colleague,
Congressman GERALD SOLOMON and I intro-
duced a resolution to amend the Constitution
in order to prohibit the physical desecration of
the U.S. flag. I am proud to say that as of
today more than 200 of my colleagues have
agreed to cosponsor this important and his-
toric piece of legislation.

For more than 200 years the American flag
was the proud symbol of our great Nation.
Most important, the flag was protected by law
from any type of desecration. Today, though it
still serves as the symbol, it is no longer pro-
tected by law. In 1989, the Supreme Court
ruled in Texas versus Johnson, that the violent
and destructive act of burning and spitting,
and trampling on the U.S. flag was a form of
expression which is protected by the freedom
of speech. In the time since that ruling more
than 49 States, including my home State of Il-
linois, have passed memorializing resolutions
which request that Congress to ratify a con-
stitutional amendment protecting the flag.
Clearly, this body has been called upon to
protect the flag from any further desecration
by voting for a constitutional amendment. De-
liberate desecration of the American flag is
truly an insult to those who fought and died to
preserve and protect the rights of all Ameri-
cans. Deliberate desecration of the flag should

no longer be tolerated. That is what we seek
to accomplish by introducing this important
amendment.

During times of war, the flag became more
than a symbol of the United States, it provided
comfort and encouragement to our soldiers
abroad. Though they were miles away from
home, the flag reminded them of the great
land and freedom that they were fighting for.
The sight of the flag reinforced their strength
of belief in the war they were fighting. Amer-
ican soldiers were reminded of the basic rights
that they were protecting. The rights that don’t
exist in other countries; rights that make
America the land of freedom that it is today.

Congressman SOLOMON and I are both com-
mitted to fighting this fight. My colleague and
I, believe that this amendment, which has re-
ceived bipartisan support is long overdue.
Americans all over the world recognize the
American flag as the symbol of freedom, fair-
ness, and equality. We must do everything in
our power to have the law protect the flag
from desecration. I am proud to join Congress-
man SOLOMON in bringing this amendment be-
fore the Congress. I hope that all of my col-
leagues will join Congressman SOLOMON and
I, in passing this historic and important
amendment.
f

SALUTING SALENA GLENN

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
salute the accomplishments of Ms. Salena
Glenn who has dedicated her life to public
service. For numerous years, she has strived
to ensure that Brooklyn resident’s concerns
are heard. As chief of staff for Enoch Williams,
Ms. Glenn oversees the daily operations of his
office and attends community meetings of
school boards, district service cabinets, and
community precinct councils.

In addition to her work as chief of staff, Ms.
Glenn coordinates various community projects
throughout Brooklyn. Born in Orangeburg
County, SC, she enjoys a reputation as a
community leader. As president of the Unity
Democratic Club, Ms. Glenn has worked to
enlighten the central Brooklyn community
about the advantages of participating in the
political process.

Ms. Glenn truly serves as a shining beacon
of hope for the Brooklyn community. A resi-
dent of Bedford-Stuyvesant, Ms. Glenn has a
daughter Delores, and a son, Nathaniel. She
also enjoys a reputation as an outstanding so-
loist in the Antioch Baptist Church Choir.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure that I
rise today to recognize the many years of in-
valuable assistance she has provided youth
and the community-at-large. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in saluting Salena Glenn.
f

CHILDHOOD CANCER AWARENESS

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, Los Angeles
County has designated the week of February

24, 1997 as ‘‘Childhood Cancer Awareness
Week.’’ In honor of this proclaimation, I ask
my colleagues to join me in calling attention to
the tragedy of childhood cancer and in work-
ing to to defeat this debilitating enemy of our
children.

Cancer is the leading cause of death in the
United States today. Each year, approximately
10,000 American children are diagnosed with
cancer. Moreover, it is the leading cause of
death by disease among children in our coun-
try. While great strides are made each year in
research, treatment, and prevention of child-
hood cancer, we must remain vigilant in our
efforts to search for cures and more effective
treatments.

I ask my colleagues to reaffirm their dedica-
tion to eliminating childhood cancer and to
take a moment to express their appreciation to
the devoted individuals working in the fight
against this dreaded disease.
f

INVOLUNTARY LIVESTOCK
CONVERSION RELIEF ACT

HON. JOHN R. THUNE
OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing legislation to give farmers and ranchers
tax relief when they need it most. I thank my
colleagues, Representatives Smith, Latham,
Hill, Barrett, Emerson, and Pomeroy for joining
me in this effort.

As you may know, extremely harsh storms
have pounded the upper Great Plains this win-
ter. As a result, I have been flooded with calls
from South Dakotans who want to know what
we can do in Washington to help them deal
with this horrid winter. The agricultural produc-
ers—farmers and ranchers—have been hit the
hardest of all. To date, cattle losses are esti-
mated to exceed 100,000 head. With the pros-
pect of spring flooding eminent, further losses
seem certain. While producers in the Midwest
qualify for some assistance, additional relief is
still needed.

The tremendous amount of snow has
blocked access to feed and has limited space
in livestock yards. As a result, some producers
would like to sell some of their stock now. The
result would be a stiff tax liability at a time
when they can not afford it.

The Involuntary Livestock Conversion Relief
Act will allow income derived from the sale of
livestock to be deferred up to 1 year. The bill
will also allow a producer to sell livestock and,
within 2 years, repurchase similar livestock
without realizing a gain as a result of the sale.
Livestock producers must show that such a
sale is not a usual business practice but is a
result of floods or blizzards. The conditions
have to be severe enough to trigger Federal
assistance in relief of that condition.

Under current tax law a producer can do
this only in drought conditions. This is why I
propose changing the wording of the code to
include ‘‘flood or other weather-related condi-
tions.’’

I believe it is time we give ranchers some
options in how they do business during a time
of need. This bill represents a common-sense
approach to lending our dedicated livestock
producers a hand when they need it. Instead
of a cash payment, the Federal Government
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can provide a capital gains tax break. I realize
this legislation may not help all in need, but it
is an important piece of the relief puzzle.

I hope my colleagues will join me in their
support of this bill. If they do, they will be join-
ing several others concerned with the eco-
nomic viability of the Nation’s heartland.
f

TRIBUTE TO LITHUANIA

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to the country of Lithuania. In just
a few days, on February 16, Lithuania will cel-
ebrate its sixth year as a truly free and inde-
pendent country. Since proclaiming its inde-
pendence Lithuania has implemented a Demo-
cratic policy. Democracy, for this country, is a
vast change from its previous 50 years of
forced annexation by the former Soviet Union.

Although it has been, to some degree, a
struggling progression, the overall picture is a
steady one with greater potential on the hori-
zon. In the past 6 years, Lithuania has seen
monumental revision from drafting its own
constitution, holding elections for its own Par-
liament and President, to developing a market
economy.

The old Soviet methodology and regularity
of bureaucracy has dwindled almost to the
point of extinction as privatization has taken a
strong hold. Because of their privatization pri-
ority policy, 85 percent of state-owned enter-
prises have been transmitted to the private
sector. In addition the development of a west-
ern-oriented program of reform regarding trade
and banking has led to an increase in trade
with western countries, gaining from just 15.3
percent in 1990 to over 60 percent in 1995.

Another indication of Lithuania’s progression
toward Democracy and a market economy is
that about two-thirds of the economic product
is now industrial. There has also been so
much growth potential emerging that foreign
interest and investment has increased sub-
stantially.

Just before the collapse of the Soviet re-
gime in 1991 Soviet troops attacked Lithua-
nia’s capital city, Vilnius. During the initial in-
vasion several Lithuanians were wounded,
some resulting in fatalities. For those who per-
ished, they will be remembered as the ‘‘De-
fenders of Freedom.’’ I stand before you today
to commend these defenders and all of Lithua-
nia for what has become their common goal
so eloquently stated by President Algiras
Brazaukas, ‘‘Now all people have a common
goal: to live in an independent and free coun-
try.’’
f

REFORM TERM LIMITS

HON. JO ANN EMERSON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, term limit
supporters across Missouri—like me—are
rightfully disappointed that the vote on con-
gressional term limits is doomed to failure. I
am a cosponsor of a constitutional amend-

ment calling for tough, 12-year term limits for
Senators and Representatives, alike. It had
been my hope that a united stand for term lim-
its would finally lead to real limits with teeth.
On Wednesday, the House of Representatives
will vote on term limits and it appears my vote
in favor will be for naught, thanks to a problem
that has grown out of control—division among
conservative ranks.

Last November, voters in Missouri and eight
other States approved so-called scarlet letter
constitutional amendments. These scarlet let-
ter amendments require Members of Congress
from Missouri and the other affected States to
vote for term limits of 6 years in the House
and 12 in the Senate. If Members don’t vote
for these particular limits, or if Members vote
for different limits, the phrase ‘‘disregarded
voter instruction on term limits’’ will appear
next to their names on the next ballot if they
choose to seek re-election. Disregarding for a
moment the fact that ballots will soon be clut-
tered with inaccurate information, this sounds
like a good idea. Why not put a little muscle
behind the campaign to enact term limits
which, after all, are supported by 70 percent of
Americans, ourselves included.

A not-so-funny thing happened on the way
to the vote on term limits. As sure as the Mis-
sissippi flows south, the vote on term limits
today will fail. It won’t fail for lack of general
term limit support, but will fail because of the
handcuffs placed on the 30 Members of Con-
gress who come from States where the scarlet
letter initiative passed. Each State constitu-
tional amendment—they are all different—re-
quires that Members from those States vote
for different versions of term limits. Even
though term limit supporters garnered 227
votes in the last Congress (it takes two-thirds
of Congress, or 290 votes, to pass a constitu-
tional amendment) and even though more
supporters of term limits were elected to Con-
gress last November, there’s no chance that
tough, commonsense congressional limits can
not pass. Missouri’s scarlet letter amendment
has joined with similar, but different, amend-
ments in other States and backfired against
the shared goal of conservatives to enact
tough term limits.

So how did this mess come to be? Most
Missouri voters will probably be surprised to
learn that the scarlet letter amendment, when
it appeared on the ballot in the voting booth,
deceptively asked if voters support term limits,
but did not state that Members would be pro-
hibited from supporting other term limit bills if
the three term limit fails. In fact, the fine print
of this amendment explicitly instructs Members
to vote against all other term limit bills. Put
simply, the amendment reburies limits of three
terms in the House, or nothing at all.

With that in mind, I intend to vote for every
single reasonable measure that would limit
congressional terms to either 6, 8, 10 or 12
years when the House considers term limit
legislation. I campaigned in support of term
limits and intend to carry through on that com-
mitment.

Term limit supporters should consider this
farce. The scarlet letter will likely be invoked
even if I vote for the 6-year term limit, which
is certain to fail despite my support. The scar-
let letter will be invoked simply because I later
vote for a different term limit bill that has a re-
alistic chance of passing.

As if that weren’t enough, different versions
of the scarlet letter laws passed in each of the

nine States. Thus, if Members from those
States precisely follow those instructions, they
must all vote for a different version of term
limits—and against any others. It’s the equiva-
lent of asking the offensive line of the St.
Louis Rams to sack their own quarterback
each time they take to the field.

In the end, I will vote in favor of each and
every serious term limit amendment brought
before the House this week. If that means I in-
voke a misleading scarlet letter, then so be it.
Those of us charged with the responsibility of
dealing with the legislative agenda of the peo-
ple on a practical basis are duty-bound to de-
liver what is feasible, and that includes term
limits that stand a chance of passing Con-
gress. We will never succeed in passing real
term limits as long as outside groups continue
to divide conservatives who support them. In
our efforts to pass term limits with teeth, we
should remember that when united, we win,
when divided, we fail.
f

THE CROP INSURANCE
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1997

HON. EARL POMEROY
OF NORTH DAKOTA
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Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker I rise today to

introduce a desperately needed piece of legis-
lation, the Crop Insurance Improvement Act.
This bill will restore fairness to the crop insur-
ance system and make crop insurance a rea-
sonable risk management tool for producers in
North Dakota.

In my State farmers have suffered through
three successive seasons of disastrous crop
production and the fourth is already on its
way. Abnormally high rainfall and wet condi-
tions have prevented farmers from planting
crops and have ruined crops that were plant-
ed. Through no fault of their own, these farm-
ers have seen their crops destroyed and liveli-
hood threatened year after year.

Now producers are being told that they will
have to pay higher premiums for lower cov-
erage as a result of these losses. Many pro-
ducers are now faced with unaffordable insur-
ance bills that provide little coverage. Nothing
could be more unfair to the farmers of my
State or any farmers who have suffered crop
losses due to natural disasters.

Last year 172 producers in North Dakota
were placed on the nonstandard classification
list following 3 years of successive losses.
Nonstandard classification results in higher
premiums and lower coverage. This year, hun-
dreds more producers face a similar situation
because of the continued disaster. Even if the
flooding and wet conditions were to stop
today, many farmers would not be able to af-
ford the crop insurance they need because of
losses in previous disaster years.

My bill would ease this situation and restore
some fairness and sanity to the crop insur-
ance program. The Crop Insurance Improve-
ment Act would provide exceptions for produc-
ers farming in areas declared a disaster by the
President or the Secretary of Agriculture. It
would prevent the listing of producers on the
nonstandard classification list if they had
losses related to a major declared disaster.

This bill would also prevent FCIC from
counting losses in disaster years in the cal-
culation of insurable yields. Poor yields in
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years of natural disaster should not affect a
producer’s future insurance. Disasters rep-
resent abnormal, uncontrollable forces of na-
ture and should not cripple a farmer for years
to come with higher insurance premiums and
inadequate coverage.

The ultimate goal of the bill is to keep crop
insurance as a viable risk management tool
for our Nation’s farmers. If producers cannot
afford crop insurance, or if the insurance will
not cover a reasonable yield, then we have
left them without a safety net.

Participation in crop insurance has in-
creased since Congress reformed the program
in 1994. Farmers have taken more responsibil-
ity for their risk management and will have to
take even more now that the price safety net
has been removed by the 1996 farm bill. Now
it is time to improve the program so that we
are not slamming the door on a valuable tool
responsible producers use to manage their
risk. I encourage my colleagues to support this
necessary and commonsense improvement in
the crop insurance program.
f

‘‘FOUR POINTS OF THE COMPASS’’
BALINT VAZSONYI’S DIRECTION
FOR AMERICA

HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, my friend
and adviser, Dr. Balint Vazsonyi, delivered a
lecture today at the Heritage Foundation,
which was entitled ‘‘Four Points of the Com-
pass: Restoring America’s Sense of Direc-
tion.’’ The lecture drew a wide cross section of
men and women who are in the forefront of
Americans concerned about our constitutional
underpinnings. Those taking part included
Senator ROD GRAMS of Minnesota, who deliv-
ered an insightful evaluation of Dr. Vazsonyi’s
lecture, Matthew Spalding of the Heritage
Foundation, and Daniel McDonald of the Poto-
mac Foundation.

As many of our colleagues know, Dr.
Vazsonyi’s thesis is one to which I strongly
subscribe. Indeed, I am pleased to acknowl-
edge the significant role he has played in
helping advance new America, the vision ex-
pression that we launched last year. That vi-
sion is about restoring civil society through
structural reform that focuses on revitalizing
society’s nongovernment institutions—family,
business, religious/civic.

Mr. Speaker, Balint Vazsonyi’s lecture is
recommended reading for all who are working
to assure that government’s grasp doesn’t ex-
ceed its constitutional reach. I am pleased to
make it part of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at
this point.

FOUR POINTS OF THE COMPASS: RESTORING
AMERICA’S SENSE OF DIRECTION

Although the press appeared not to notice,
President Clinton, in his Inaugural Address,
called for a new Constitution. He borrowed
language from the Declaration of Independ-
ence where in 1776 Thomas Jefferson pre-
sented the argument for new government. On
January 20th, 1997, Mr. Clinton proclaimed,
‘‘We need a new government for a new cen-
tury.’’ He proceeded to set forth all the
things this new government would give the
American people.

Today, I come before you to argue that we
need just the opposite. We, at the Center for

the American Founding, believe that a tool
is necessary to guide us back to the path of
our existing Constitution. We offer this tool
to the decision makers, legislators and
judges of America and ask all of you to help
us develop it to its full potential. Because it
points the way, we think of it as a compass.

What kind of country will exert its best ef-
forts for the benefit of all mankind? Or en-
gage in war without expectation of gain?
What kind of country makes it possible that
a person who did not grow up in it feel suffi-
ciently at home to step forward with a major
initiative? What kind of country has long-
time professionals come together to hear a
relative novice with a foreign accent speak
on national issues? What kind of country? A
country which is one of a kind.

As we contemplate the future, it is essen-
tial that we keep in mind that America, in-
deed, is one of a kind. Some believe with all
their heart that people, and their aspira-
tions, are the same everywhere. This may be
so. But the nation established here more
than two hundred years ago has neither
precedent nor a parallel in the known his-
tory of this planet. Not its capacity for suc-
cess; not its capacity for strength; not its ca-
pacity for goodness. It is one of a kind.

One-of-a-kind. A big word. You hear it and
think of Shakespeare. Or Beethoven. Or
George Washington. We look at their work
and try to understand what makes it so. It is
a hopeless endeavor. But with America,
there are definite ingredients we can identify
quite easily: the rule of law, individual
rights, guaranteed property and so forth. A
funny thing, ingredients. We acknowledge
their importance in all sorts of scenarios,
yet ignore them when it comes to matters of
life and death. If we eat something memo-
rable, we want the recipe. With food, we
know without the shadow of a doubt that the
ingredients make the thing.

Chocolate ice cream, for example, takes
chocolate, cream and sugar. If, instead, you
use ground beef, mustard and ‘‘A1’’ sauce,
you don’t expect chocolate ice cream to
come out of the process. Whatever else it
will be, chocolate ice cream it will not be.
Ice creams come in many varieties. America
is one of a kind. Do we honestly expect it to
remain America if the ingredients are
changed?

Over the past decades, the Rule of Law has
been displaced by something called ‘‘social
justice.’’ Group rights and arbitrary privi-
leges make a mockery of the constitutional
rights of the individual. Where not so long
ago all Americans could feel secure in their
right to acquire and hold property, govern-
ment today is no longer discussing whether—
only how much of it to confiscate, and how
to redistribute it. As you see, the ingredients
have already undergone drastic change. Is it
reasonable to hope that America will never-
theless remain America?

And the greatest variety of assaults is
launched against something I have come to
refer to as ‘‘national identity.’’ Now, I real-
ize that some people might have a reaction
to that phrase because the term has been
used by others as a wedge. I use it as a mag-
net. As such, it is a necessity. Something
needs to bind people together, especially
when they have converged, and continue to
converge upon a place from every corner of
the globe.

Identity is about being similar or being dif-
ferent. Since our differences have been
amply provided for by nature, we have to
agree about those aspects of our lives which
will make us similar. For the shared history
which other nations have, Americans have
successfully substituted a shared belief in,
and adherence to, certain principles. A com-
mon language took the place of a shared cul-
ture. No state religion was established, but a

Bible-based morality taken for granted. Add
to this a certain work ethic, an expectation
of competence in your field of work (whether
you split the atom or sweep the floor), a spir-
it of voluntary cooperation, insistence on
choice, a fierce sense of independence—and
you have the ingredients of the American
identity. And, if you prefer to call it Amer-
ican character or, as George Washington,
‘‘national character,’’ it will serve our pur-
pose so long as we remain agreed about the
ingredients. For it is these ingredients that
have distinguished us from other societies,
and enabled those who sweep the floor today
to split the atom tomorrow.

Today, our nation’s leaders are engaged in
choosing a path to pursue. Yet, all along, we
have had a path to follow. It is clearly point-
ed in the Declaration of Independence and
our founders complemented it with a superb
road map they called the Constitution of the
United States. Add to this the glossary we
know as The Federalist Papers and it is hard
to see why and how we could have lost our
sense of direction. But lost it we have. That
is why we need a compass—the compass in
the title of these remarks.

Between 1776 and 1791, our compass was
calibrated to keep us on the path of better-
ment—as individuals and as a nation. We
even had a kind of ‘‘North Star,’’ a magnetic
North, in what we call the Rule of Law. But
instead, we now have rule by the lawmaker.
Every member of the Executive, every mem-
ber of the Judiciary has become a potential
lawmaker and in most cases they use the po-
tential to the hilt.

Yet the Rule of Law stands for the exact
opposite. As its basic property, it places the
fundamental tenets beyond the reach of poli-
tics and politicians. Whereas it confers legit-
imacy upon subsequent laws that spring
from its eternal well, it denies legitimacy to
all legislative maneuvers that corrupt its
purpose. It holds the makers, executants and
adjudicators of the law accountable at all
times. Above all, it demands equal applica-
tion to every man, woman and child. Within
its own framework, a prescribed majority
may amend the law. But as the law stands in
any given moment, it must be applied equal-
ly. If accomplished, nothing in the history of
human societies can match the significance
and magnificence of equality before the law.

The aspiration for equality before the law
began with the Magna Carta or even earlier,
in King Arthur’s court, where knights sat at
a round table. But it took Thomas Jefferson
to etch the concept in the minds of freedom-
loving people everywhere, more permanently
than posterity could have etched the words
in the marble of the Jefferson Memorial. And
even then, after those immortal words of the
Declaration of Independence had been writ-
ten, it took most of two centuries before
America, land of the many miracles, almost
made it a reality for the first time ever.

But it was not to be. The rule of law, our
only alternative to the law of the jungle,
came under attack just as it was about to
triumph. The attacker displayed the
irresistable charm of the temptress, the ar-
mament of the enraged avenger, dressed it-
self in intoxicating clichés, and wore the
insigniae of the highest institutions of learn-
ing. It called itself ‘‘social justice.’’

Let me make it clear: I do not speak of so-
cial conscience. That is a frame of mind, a
noble sentiment, a measure of civilization.
Precisely for that reason, while it has every-
thing to do with our conduct, it has nothing
whatever to do with laws. ‘‘Social justice,’’
on the other hand, aims at the heart of our
legal system by setting an unattainable goal,
by fueling discontent, by insinuating a per-
manent state of hopelessness.

But above all, social justice is unaccept-
able as the basis for a stable society because,
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unlike the Law, it is what anyone says it is
on any given day. We need only to move
back a few years, or travel a few thousand
miles, and one is certain to find an entirely
different definition of social justice. At the
end of the day, it is nothing more than an
empty slogan, to be filled by power-hungry
political activists so as to enlist the partici-
pation of well-intentioned people.

The Rule of Law and a world according to
‘‘Social Justice’’ are mutually exclusive. One
cannot have it both ways.

What have the Rule of Law and the pursuit
of ‘‘social justice’’ respectively spawned over
time? The Rule of Law gave birth to a series
of individual rights. In other words, rights
vested solely in individuals. Only individuals
are capable of having rights, just as only in-
dividuals can be free. We say a society is free
if the individuals who make up that society
are free. For individuals to be free, they
must have certain unalienable rights, and
others upon which they had agreed with one
another.

Social justice has spawned an aberration
called group rights. Group rights are the ne-
gation of individual rights. Group rights say
in effect, ‘‘you cannot and do not have rights
as an individual—only as the member of a
certain group.’’ The Rule of Law knows noth-
ing about groups, therefore it could not pro-
vide for, or legitimize rights of groups.
Groups have no standing in the eyes of the
Law. And, since their so-called rights are in-
variably created and conferred by persons of
temporary authority, they are ‘‘subject to
change without notice,’’ as the saying goes,
just like the definition of social justice it-
self.

Individual rights recognize and promote
similarity. Group rights promote differences
and stereotypes. Individual rights and group
rights are mutually exclusive. One cannot
have it both ways.

Among our individual rights, the right to
acquire and hold property has a special
place. If ever a concept came to be developed
to protect the weak against the strong, to
balance inborn gifts with the fruits of sheer
diligence and industry, property inviolate is
its name. But who am I to speak, after John
Locke, Thomas Jefferson and James Madison
have pronounced on this topic. They held
that civilized society is predicated upon the
sanctity of private property, and that to
guarantee it is government’s primary func-
tion. Without absolute property there is no
incentive. Without absolute property there is
no security. Without absolute property there
is no liberty. The freedom to enter into con-
tract, the freedom to keep what is mine, the
freedom to dispose of what is mine underlies
all our liberties.

Neither the search for ‘‘social justice’’ nor
so-called group rights recognize, or respect,
private property. They look upon flesh-and-
blood individuals as faceless members of a
multitude who, together, create a certain
amount of goods. These goods belong to what
they call ‘‘The Community.’’ Then certain
people decide who needs what and, being
privy to some higher wisdom, distribute—ac-
tually redistribute—the goods. Redistribu-
tion is pursuant to group rights expressed in
something called entitlement. Entitlements
are based neither on law nor on accomplish-
ment. Entitlements are based on member-
ship in a certain group, and we have seen
that groups are designated by persons of
temporary authority, rather than the law.

The right to property and entitlements
through redistribution are mutually exclu-
sive. One cannot have it both ways.

We have been ordered by the prophets of
social justice to replace our national iden-
tity with something they call ‘‘multi-
culturalism.’’ I will confess that some time
in the past, I might have shared the allergic

reaction some of you experience in the face
of ‘‘national’’ and ‘‘identity.’’ But then I no-
ticed the enormous importance the social-
justice crowd attaches to the destruction of
the American identity. Just think: bi-lingual
education and multi-lingual ballots. Re-
moval of the founding documents from our
schools. Anti-American history standards.
Exiling the Ten Commandments. Replacing
American competence with generic ‘‘self-es-
teem.’’ Replacing voluntarism with coercion.
Encouraging vast numbers of new immi-
grants to ignore the very reasons which
brought them here in the first place. The list
goes on, and sooner or later will affect na-
tional defense, if it hasn’t already.

And for those who would point to Yugo-
slavia as proof of the tragedy nationalism
can cause, let me say that a healthy national
identity is utterly distinct from nationalism.
Like the United States, Yugoslavia was cre-
ated. But unlike in the case of the United
States, ingredients for a national identity
were not provided, and Yugoslavia imploded
at the first opportunity precisely for that
reason. Had it not done so, it would have suc-
cumbed to the first external attack, for no
Croat would lay down his life for the good of
Serbs or Bosnians. Will Americans lay down
their lives if America is nothing but a patch-
work of countless group identities?

Will the Armed Forces of the United States
fight to uphold, defend, and advance the
cause of Multi-Culturalism?

This is not a frivolous question.
The questions before us are serious, and le-

gion. We are virtually drowning in what we
call ‘‘issues,’’ and they are becoming increas-
ingly difficult to sort out. How do we find
our position? And, once we find our position,
how do we argue its merit? Above all, how do
we avoid the plague of serious matters turn-
ing into bogus soap operas?

We asked you to hear me today, because
the Center for the American Founding has a
proposal to submit. We call it ‘‘Four Points
of the Compass’’ because these points pro-
vide direction, because—in a manner of
speaking—they constitute a re-calibration of
our compass which the events of the past
thirty years have distorted. They are the
Rule of Law, Individual Rights, the Sanctity
of Property, and the sense of National Iden-
tity. As you have seen, they are inter-
connected, they literally flow from one an-
other, just as the false compass-points which
have come to displace them—social justice,
group rights, redistribution and multi-
culturalism—are interconnected and flow
from one another. What is multi-culturalism
if not a redistribution of cultural ‘‘goods?’’
What is redistribution if not a group right?
What is a group right if not the implementa-
tion of some political activist’s version of
‘‘social justice?’’

For thirty years, we have acquiesced in a
steady erosion of America’s founding prin-
ciples. The time has come to reverse the
movement. Rather than contending with
countless individual issues, all we need to do
is take the debate down a few notches, closer
to the core. Let me repeat: we need to take
the debate down a few notches, close to the
core. We submit that all future policy and
legislative initiatives be tested against the
four points of the compass. Does the pro-
posed bill negate the Rule of Law? Does it
violate individual rights? Does it interfere
with the sanctity of Property? Does it con-
stitute an assault on National Identity? Only
if the answer is ‘‘No’’ in each case, would the
proposal proceed. In other words:

Only if the answers are NO is the bill a GO.
A few items need tidying up. How do we

know what the Rule of Law can accommo-
date, and how far do we take individual
rights? The answer, in both cases, comes
from Article VI of the Constitution. ‘‘This

Constitution, and the laws of the United
States which shall be made in Pursuance
thereof * * * shall be the supreme Law of the
Land; and the Judges in every State shall be
bound thereby * * *’’ It is as uncomplicated
as that.

In the coming months, we intend to ap-
proach the citizens of this great nation and
their representatives at all levels with a call
to consider adopting this approach. We will
hold panel discussions and town meetings so
as to invite, engage and incorporate the wis-
dom and experience of Americans every-
where. There will be retreats and, by year’s
end, there will be a book with all the details.
We do not underrate the magnitude of the
step we are proposing, but we honestly be-
lieve that it will make life a great deal easi-
er. With a simple stroke, it will become clear
that one cannot take an oath upon the Con-
stitution and support group rights. One can-
not take an oath upon the Constitution and
support the confiscation of property without
compensation. One cannot take an oath upon
the Constitution and support measures
which are clearly at odds with the mandate
for national defense.

We cannot have it both ways. We have to
choose our compass and remember the four
points. They are, as we have seen, insepa-
rable. Therefore: Only if the answers are NO
is the bill a GO.

I do not believe that last November the
people of this country voted for the luke-
warm bath of bi-partisanship. I believe the
people of this country said: If you don’t give
us a real choice, we won’t give you a real
election. Yes, people probably have grown
tired of the ‘‘issues,’’ but they are, I am cer-
tain, eager to partake in an effort to choose
either a return to our original path, or a
clean and honest break with the past.

Those who feel that the time has come to
change the supreme law of the land should
come forward, say so, and engage in an open
debate. But let us not continue a pattern of
self-delusion. We are heirs to a remarkable
group of men who, two hundred plus years
ago, had every reason to feel similarly over-
whelmed by the number of decisions they
had to make. Their response was to make
very few laws, for they knew that the fewer
the laws, the broader the agreement. They
knew people find it hard to agree on every-
thing. So they sought agreement on core
principles they held to be non-negotiable.

Today, we propose the four that ought to
be non-negotiable. They are, as we have seen,
inseparable. We call them the four points of
the compass. Together, they can and will re-
store America’s sense of direction.

f

HONORING MORRIS TISCHLER

HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, it is extremely fit-

ting that in honor of Valentine’s Day tomorrow
I rise to honor the work and outstanding
record of achievement of Morris Tischler. As
the inventor of the cardiac pacemaker, Mr.
Tischler has done more than any other individ-
ual to keep the human heart ticking throughout
the world.

Morris Tischler, who we are fortunate to
have as a resident of the great city of Balti-
more, has made medical history. In addition to
his pioneering work in developing the pace-
maker, he has been instrumental in designing
instrumentation for heart surgery, monitoring
systems, a nerve stimulator, a blood analyzing
monitor, among other innovations.
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As a teacher, consultant innovator, inventor,

and businessman, Mr. Tischler has charted
new territory in the field of medical electronics.
In his desire to save lives, he has been gener-
ous in sharing his knowledge and expertise
with the medical community around the world
through lectures and visits.

Born in Newark, NJ, Mr. Tischler attended
the Johns Hopkins University and graduated
from the University of Maryland. An outgrowth
of his research at Johns Hopkins University
and the University of Maryland has been his
pioneering work in science education. He has
used his talents to develop and design edu-
cational materials and training programs that
have been used in teaching science and elec-
tronics in elementary and secondary schools,
colleges, universities, and technical schools.
He has succeeded in his goal of simplifying
very complex systems as an aid to teaching.

I urge my colleagues to join me in congratu-
lating Morris Tischler, a true Renaissance
Man, on his outstanding career as inventor,
teacher, innovator. His energy and creativity
have made medical history and helped save
millions of lives around the world. His contribu-
tion to the field of medical science has set an
example of dedication and caring that is hard
to match.
f

THE NATIONAL PARKS CHECKOFF
ACT

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR.
OF TENNESSEE
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Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I have reintro-
duced the National Parks Checkoff Act today.

The National Parks Checkoff Act will amend
the Internal Revenue Code to require the IRS
to place a line on income tax forms which will
allow taxpayers to donate one or more dollars
toward the care of our national parks. This
legislation will provide more money for the
care of our national parks at no cost to the
Federal Government.

I introduced this bill during the 104th Con-
gress, and I heard from a number of people
and organizations from around the country
who supported this legislation.

In addition, this bill had bipartisan support
and it was also backed by the National Parks
and Conservation Association, the American
Hiking Society, the National Tour Association,
American Outdoors and other organizations.

A study released by the National Parks and
Conservation Association indicated that nearly
8 out every 10 people surveyed would be will-
ing to increase their tax contribution by $1 to
benefit the National Park System.

A similar checkoff for Presidential cam-
paigns has raised over $200 million in the last
3 years. I believe that our national parks are
far more popular than Presidential campaigns.
Therefore, I think we could raise hundreds of
millions of dollars for our national parks
through this type of checkoff on income tax
forms.

I believe there is at least one easy choice
that can be made which will provide our parks
with additional funding—the choice to allow
taxpayers the opportunity to donate money for
the care of our national parks.

I hope that my colleagues will join me in
supporting this legislation which will help us
improve the quality of our national parks.

TRIBUTE TO LYDIA MALDONADO
DIAZ

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I want to intro-
duce my colleagues to Lydia Maldonado Diaz.
Ms. Diaz reflects the type of community com-
mitment and civic duty that our society des-
perately needs.

After residing in New York City for 32 years,
she and her husband moved to the community
of Cypress Hills, Brooklyn, where she was
confronted with a host of illegal activities.
Lydia joined the local block association and
began to make a difference.

Today, Lydia is actively involved in the
Community Coalition to Restructure P.S. 76,
an abandoned school building on her block,
and she has presided as the chairman of that
organization.

For 24 years she worked for the Cornell
University Cooperative Extension as a com-
munity educator; a position from which she re-
tired in April 1995. Throughout her personal
and professional pursuits, Lydia has been
guided by her strong spiritual convictions. She
is the proud mother of four adult children, and
the grandmother of six. I am pleased to recog-
nize her positive contributions to the Brooklyn
community of Cypress Hills.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE CHILD
PASSENGER PROTECTION ACT

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, today I am
reintroducing the Child Passenger Protection
Act which would prevent injuries to children in
motor vehicles and ultimately save lives
through improved child passenger education
safety programs. This bill would provide grants
to experienced child passenger safety organi-
zations to carry out effective child restraint
education programs.

With more than 50 different kinds of child
restraint designs and numerous seat belt con-
figurations, putting children in properly-used
safety seats can be a complex process. As a
result, over half of parents who are conscien-
tious and careful enough to use child re-
straints are unaware that they have made in-
stallation errors, putting their young children at
risk.

So many combinations of seats and car
models exist that parents cannot easily figure
out what is safe. A seat that works well in one
car may not work well in another. Con-
sequently, too many children riding in child re-
straint seats are at risk.

I have been working on initiatives to edu-
cate families across the country about the
safety seat incompatibility problem. I have
been working with the National Highway
Transportation Safety Administration (NHTSA)
in getting the word out about the proper instal-
lation of safety seats to parents, grandparents,
and anyone who transports a young child.
One of my goals is to provide NHTSA with
enough money to fully carry out its child pas-
senger safety program.

I also have been working with the D.A.N.A.
(Drivers’ Appeal for National Awareness) foun-
dation and its founder, Mr. Joseph Colella.
D.A.N.A. was ‘‘established in memory of Dana
Hutchinson, age 3, who died in an automobile
accident while secured in a child safety seat.’’

It was a rainy day in the fall of 1994 when
Dana’s mother strapped her into her child-
safety seat for a trip to her grandmother’s
house. As always, Dana’s father checked to
make sure that the seat was held tightly, sure
that he was doing everything possible to keep
his little girl safe.

Dana’s mother was driving; the roads were
slick and slippery. Their car collided with a
pick-up truck. Dana’s car seat pitched forward
and her head struck the dashboard. The po-
lice report stated an opinion that her child
safety restraint was improperly secured.

Dana’s father, looking for an answer, called
his local dealership and was told that every-
thing he did was correct. Then he looked in
his owner’s manual. After pages of information
he found the answer: the seatbelt system in
their car was incompatible with their child
safety seat.

Joe Colella is Dana’s uncle, and it is
through his tireless work and the establish-
ment of the D.A.N.A. foundation that efforts
are being made to alert the public about the
compatibility and misuse problems that exist
between child restraints and vehicle seat belt
systems.

I am pleased to introduce the Child Pas-
senger Protection Act, which I call ‘‘Dana’s
bill,’’ and I am committed to continue working
with Joe Colella and with NHTSA to encour-
age parents to properly use child restraints to
protect our Nation’s children.
f

ANNIVERSARY OF AMERICANS
FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION

HON. JOHN W. OLVER
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, we are here
today to honor the 50th anniversary of Ameri-
cans for Democratic Action.

Fifty years ago, just after the end of the
Second World War, Eleanor Roosevelt gath-
ered with some of America’s top leaders and
thinkers to discuss the state of liberty, equal-
ity, and opportunity in America. From that
meeting, Americans for Democratic Action—or
ADA—was born.

Some people may not be aware of ADA.
They may not be able to recall the succession
of ADA’s leaders. But every American has
seen the results of dedicated ADA work.

In 1948—less than a year after it was
founded—ADA was instrumental in including a
civil rights plank in the 1948 National Demo-
cratic Party platform.

At that 1948 convention, then Minneapolis
Mayor Hubert Humphrey and later a distin-
guished U.S. Senator and Vice President—an
ADA founder and vice chairman—called for
‘‘the Democratic Party to get out of the shad-
ows of States’ rights and walk forthrightly into
the bright sunshine of human rights.’’

While we are still walking toward that bright
sunshine of human rights, we are all safe in
the knowledge that it was the 1948 Demo-
cratic platform—and the work of ADA—that
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helped put national politics on the path of civil
rights achievements.

ADA built upon that achievement, demand-
ing action from President Kennedy after dogs
and hoses were used on peaceful marchers in
Brimingham, AL, in 1963. Soon, Rev. Martin
Luther King’s march on Washington captured
the entire Nation’s attention. And, in 1964, the
Civil Rights Act was passed.

ADA’s work has not been limited to civil
rights. Americans for Democratic Action has
long been the champion of what is fair and
what is just.

In 1965, ADA was the first major national
organization to publicly oppose the Vietnam
war. Beholden to no political party, Americans
for Democratic action stood up to President
Johnson and called for an end to the war. Un-
fortunately, it took the Nation more than 8
years and thousands of lives to finally put an
end to the fighting in Southeast Asia.

In 1973, as much of the Nation was still dis-
covering just how serious the Watergate
coverup was, ADA was the first national orga-
nization to call for the impeachment of Presi-
dent Richard Nixon—reaching out to restore
the bonds of trust between the White House
and Main Street America.

These are just a small sampling of the spe-
cific issues that ADA has been a leading force
in. The ADA’s sphere of involvement and ac-
tivism goes even deeper into the everyday
lives of modern America.

Americans for Democratic Action has been
a leading force in areas such as full employ-
ment, women’s rights, and protecting the
rights of workers.

ADA has also reached across the seas,
fighting for justice throughout the world. Hard-
working people have led the fight for arms
control and foreign policy decisions rooted in
international human rights. And ADA was a
leader in opposing apartheid in South Africa.

When debate on these issues first began,
ADA’s positions were initially turned away. But
over time, our Nation’s leaders—be they Dem-
ocrat or Republican—have come to recognize
that Americans for Democratic Action has
been at the forefront of promoting liberty,
equality, and opportunity.

That is why we are gathered here today. I,
for one, wish to applaud Americans for Demo-
cratic Action for its tireless work during the last
half century. ADA is not the flashiest group—
not the first group out there jockeying for politi-
cal headlines or demanding instantaneous
credit.

Instead, ADA is out there fighting for Amer-
ican principles. ADA is promoting the very
basic American ideas of life, liberty, and
equality. And it is reminding those in power
that the Constitution created a national Gov-
ernment to act for the common good.

Those core beliefs are the foundation of this
Nation. And they are the high principles that
Americans for Democratic Action was founded
on and designed to protect.

I congratulate ADA for 50 years of work for
this Nation. I look forward to even more pro-
ductive years as we work toward a century of
distinguished service.

TRIBUTE TO JOANNE MATEER
WEAVER

HON. JON D. FOX
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to pay tribute to an outstanding
leader in my congressional district, Joanne
Mateer Weaver. I make these remarks in con-
junction with the retirement of Joanne from the
Abington Township School District, after 40
years as a teacher, administrator, and prin-
cipal.

Joanne Weaver is known throughout Mont-
gomery County and across the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania for her dedication to
her friends and family, her commitment to the
improvement of her community and the way
she cares for the children in her charge.

She was born on May 21, 1930, the first
child of Kenneth Hall Mateer and Jean
Weakley Mateer. Joanne’s family was full of
teachers and educators. Her grandmother on
her mother’s side was a teacher. Her uncle
was a teacher, coach, and principal. And as a
child, Joanne spent 1 full year in school with
her mother as her teacher and her father as
her principal.

Despite a childhood plagued by extremely
poor vision, Joanne worked hard in school. As
a result, she was consistently a top ranked
student, while also active in varsity sports and
school clubs.

Joanne’s greatest influence throughout her
life was her parents, and in particular, her fa-
ther, the late Kenneth Hall Mateer. Born to a
family of working poor steelworkers, Ken
Mateer’s ability to achieve in both sports and
academics brought him statewide acclaim. At
the high school in Coatesville, PA, he earned
as many as five varsity sports letters each
year, and captained the baseball, football, and
basketball teams. In one basketball game,
Mateer scored 54 points—a feat unheard of at
that time. Mateer was also an outstanding
scholar. He went on to earn a bachelor’s de-
gree from Shippensburg State Teachers Col-
lege—Now Shippensburg University—and a
master’s degree from the University of Penn-
sylvania.

Ken Mateer went on to become a teacher
and a high school coach. When Joanne was
a child, Mateer’s football teams won national
recognition. But his heart was that of an edu-
cator. He rose to become a career principal,
and later, a school superintendent. At the
peak of his career, he planned and founded
what is now the Great Valley School District in
the western suburbs of Philadelphia.

Joanne’s mother, the late Jean Weakley
Mateer, was also a central figure in Joanne’s
life. Jean Mateer was a wife, mother, and a
teacher when few women were able to bal-
ance a career and a family. Although a quiet
counterpoint to the more outgoing Ken Mateer,
Jean was a strong and supportive parent to
Joanne. Joanne’s only sibling was a younger
sister, Sarah Jane Mateer, known to the family
as Sally.

Joanne Weaver earned a Pennsylvania
State senate scholarship to the University of
Pennsylvania—an education which her family
could not afford on its own. At Penn, Joanne
studied hard and earned superior grades—all
while working part time to defray her ex-

penses. She also was active in her sorority
and other extracurricular activities. At one
point, Joanne was coeditor of the University of
Pennsylvania yearbook, along with a young
man who is now the senior U.S. Senator from
Pennsylvania, ARLEN SPECTER.

After graduating with a bachelor’s degree in
education, Joanne began her teaching career
in Ridgewood, NJ, a suburb of New York City.
In 1955, she married Robert E. Weaver. Dur-
ing their marriage, Joanne and Robert had
three children: Karen Elizabeth, May 25, 1958;
Mark Robert, January 9, 1961; and Laurie
Ann, May 2, 1964.

In the late 1950’s, Joanne and her family
settled in the Roslyn section of Abington
Township, a northern suburb of Philadelphia.
She began teaching at the Ardsley Elementary
School. By that time, she had earned a mas-
ter’s degree in reading from Temple University
and was teaching mostly reading.

Joanne’s leadership skills were quickly no-
ticed and she gained administrative respon-
sibilities early in her career. In the late 1960’s,
Joanne was promoted to curriculum specialist,
this time at North Hills Elementary School.
She served in this position until the mid-
1970’s, when she was elevated to a district-
wide position, as coordinator of the district’s
Human Development Program—an ombuds-
man-type position which was used to educate
staff, teachers, and students about conflict
resolution, interpersonal communications, and
other related issues.

Around that time, Joanne suffered two per-
sonal tragedies. Her marriage to Robert ended
in divorce and her sister Sally committed sui-
cide. These two events truly tested Joanne’s
character. But like so many other times in her
life, she summoned the inner strength to carry
on. Her resilience was a positive example to
her three young children—as well as the two
daughters Sally left behind. In nearly every
way, Joanne became a surrogate mother to
her two nieces and took it upon herself to
watch out for them as they matured.

Following these difficulties in her personal
life, Joanne faced significant challenges in her
professional life, as coordinator of Abington
School District’s Human Development Pro-
gram. This post—which Joanne helped create
and was the first to hold—came into great im-
portance in the 1970’s. Abington High School
experienced racial strife due to two unrelated
deaths of Abington High School students. The
district’s high school campus was in an uproar
and racial conflict was feared. As coordinator
of the Human Development Program, Joanne
led the district’s response, including conduct-
ing inservice and assembly programs aimed at
quelling the rumors and unrest. Her efforts
were successful, and a crisis was averted.
She was credited by many for helping to solve
the problem.

It was shortly after this incident that Abing-
ton Township officials approached Joanne
about starting a township commission to deal
with potential race, religious, and ethnic strife
in Abington. As a result, Joanne was ap-
pointed by the board of commissioners as the
first—and to this date the only—chairman of
the Abington Township Community Relations
Commission, a position she still holds today.

One of the first crises Joanne dealt with in
her new position was a racially motivated
firebombing in the community. Acting as a me-
diator and working with law enforcement offi-
cials, Joanne helped calm the community
while the offenders were brought to justice.
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Since that incident, Joanne and her com-

mission have intervened, investigators, and
mediated in dozens of racial, religious, and
ethnic incidents, Joanne has been recognized
for her leadership and achievements in this
area by local judges, community groups, Ab-
ington Township, and the commonwealth of
Pennsylvania.

During her tenure as a administrator, Jo-
anne found the time to teach graduate school
under the auspices of Marywood College. Dur-
ing weekends and evenings, Joanne taught
other educators the skills she honed through-
out her career. Somehow, Joanne also found
the time to enroll in further graduate education
herself—this time to earn her elementary and
secondary principal’s certificate.

By 1980, Joanne had finally taken the same
path as her father, she became an elementary
school principal, when she was appointed to
lead the Rydal Elementary School.

Located in a more upscale section of Abing-
ton, Rydal Elementary School presented Jo-
anne with unique challenges. Parents de-
manded excellence in every aspect of the
school and Joanne didn’t disappoint. After 8
years as principal at Rydal Elementary School,
Joanne sought a new challenge. At her own
request, she was transferred to Willow Hill El-
ementary School, located in a working class
section of Abington. Joanne knew that this as-
signment would present completely different
challenges. Joanne found that Willow Hill stu-
dents were every bit as able as those from
Rydal, but needed different motivation. She
worked hard and helped students at her new
school score record high test scores, and she
improved the overall learning environment.

Last year, after 8 years at Willow Hill and 40
years as an educator, Joanne Weaver retired.
Her career spanned four decades and she
personally educated three different genera-
tions—in many cases Joanne taught children
who grew up, got married, and had children
who were also educated by Joanne.

While concentrating on education, athletics,
and citizenship as her father did, Joanne
taught her own children to do the same. De-
spite her busy professional schedule, Joanne
was a warm, loving, and involved parent. Di-
vorced in 1971, she made her role as a single
parent her top priority. And her dedication
shows in the lives and successes of her three
children.

Her eldest, Karen, was an outstanding ath-
lete at Abington High School, playing lacrosse
and field hockey. She was an all-American
field hockey player and a member of the 1980
national squad. She went on to earn bach-
elor’s and master’s degrees in physical edu-
cation. Karen was also one of the first women
in the United States to win an athletic scholar-
ship.

In 1986, the college field hockey team
Karen coached went undefeated and won the
national championship. That same year, USA
Today named her ‘‘Coach of the Year.’’ For
the next 10 years, Karen as was head field
hockey coach at the Ohio State University.
She is currently an NCAA scholarship consult-
ant, helping high school players and coaches
learn more about the college athletic scholar-
ship process.

Joanne’s middle child—and only son—is
Mark. At Abington High School Mark played
lacrosse and soccer. He went on to earn
bachelor’s and master’s degrees in public ad-
ministration from Kutztown University in Penn-

sylvania. For 4 years, Mark served as a com-
munications director with the Republican Cau-
cus of the Pennsylvania House of Representa-
tives. At night, he studied law at the Widener
University School of Law, graduating and be-
coming a member of the bar in 1989. He re-
ceived a White House appointment as Assist-
ant Director of Public Affairs for the U.S. De-
partment of Justice. After that, he became vice
president and general counsel for a Washing-
ton, DC media consulting firm.

In 1995, Mark was appointed as the deputy
attorney general of Ohio, a position he still
holds today. In that job, he helps the attorney
general manage a 1,200 person legal office
which represents the State of Ohio in all legal
matters. Mark and his wife Lori have two chil-
dren—Joanne’s only grandchildren—Jamieson
Lindsay Weaver, January 27, 1995, and Mark
Robert Weaver, Jr., June 18, 1996.

Joanne’s youngest child is Laurie. Another
athlete, Laurie played softball throughout her
time at Abington High School. She continues
to play softball in the Abington area, often
leading her team into the championships. For
several years, Laurie served as operations di-
rector for a successful parking company. In
this role, she helped the company grow from
a basement operation to one with 75 employ-
ees and a $500,000 annual budget. She now
manages a doctor’s office while pursuing a
full-time career as a real estate agent.

Joanne Weaver’s life has been one dedi-
cated to helping others, with little thought for
herself. As a child, she spent summers living
with and helping older relatives while many of
her friends went to summer camp or the sea-
shore. As a college student, she was a tireless
student leader and sorority organizer. As a
teacher, she spent long hours after school tu-
toring students who needed extra attention.

In her community, Joanne has been in-
volved in far too many activities to chronicle.
To name just a few: Antidrug programs—
DARE and We Can Say No; adult education
programs—Parent effectiveness training,
teacher effectiveness training; African-Amer-
ican civic groups; police and community
groups, and many others. Joanne has also
been active in her church, Abington Pres-
byterian Church. For several years, she
served as a ruling elder and she still assists
with the serving of communion.

Joanne now enjoys the beach, traveling, her
three cats, and spending time with her fiancé,
Rudy.

Mr. Speaker, on the occasion of Joanne
Weaver’s retirement, I ask the members of the
U.S. House of Representatives to join me in
congratulating and honoring her service. I
yield back the balance of my time.
f

HOOSIER HERO’S—ANDERSON
COMMUNITY RESOURCES SUMMIT

HON. DAVID M. McINTOSH
OF INDIANA
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Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
give my report from Indiana. All across Indi-
ana, my wife Ruthie and I have met so many
wonderful, kind, and caring people.

These are people who strive day and night
to make a difference. In my book, these indi-
viduals are Hoosier heros. Heros in every

sense of the word, because of their commit-
ment to others.

Picture if you will, concerned citizens rolling
up their sleeves and taking the responsibility
to make their community a better place to live.

Today, I commend each and everyone in-
volved with the community resources summit,
in Anderson, IN. People like, Rudy Porter,
from Mayor Lawler’s office, Bill Raymore of
the Urban League, Lennon Brown, Bill Wat-
son, and Ollie Dixon have rolled up their
sleeves and got involved. These are special
people.

Over a year ago, citizens who were con-
cerned about the problems in the black com-
munity in Anderson, IN, came together to
identify the concerns that plague their streets,
harm their people, and impact their neighbor-
hoods. These citizens of Anderson identified
86 areas of concern.

At a later summit meeting, those concerns
were consolidated to a little more than 20 ac-
tion areas. Important issues ranging from
crime, violence, race, the environment, care of
the elderly, safety, and education.

Citizens were asked to do more than pay lip
service, but do something to solve the prob-
lems. And I’m proud to say that my staff and
I joined in their effort.

We signed up for care of the elderly, and
we held over 83 senior outreach meetings
across the second district. We held more than
33 senior outreach meetings in Madison
County.

At each meeting we answered questions
and addressed concerns about Medicare and
Social Security. At leadership meetings indi-
viduals signed their names to concern areas.
Then they were asked to come back months
later and deliver a progress report on their ef-
forts.

What transpired, was truly amazing. The re-
sponsibility was taken seriously. Commitments
were made to help others, solve problems,
and clean up the streets from crime, drugs,
and violence. So many special people worked
day and night to help those less fortunate in
Anderson.

So many wonderful people like James Bur-
gess and Dr. William O’Neill, the assistant su-
perintendent of Anderson community schools,
have taken the responsibility to make our
community a better place.

So today let me commend a few of the lead
coordinators; Larry Burns with Concerned Citi-
zens, Bruce Walker, and Rev. Louis Burgess,
Jr., for their valuable time, prayers, strength,
and efforts.

Everyone who participated in the community
resources summit are Hoosier heros. Mr.
Speaker, that concludes my report from Indi-
ana.
f

COMMENDING WESLEY, BROWN &
BARTLE’S FINDINGS ON MINOR-
ITY EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
OF NEW YORK
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Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
despite the heated controversy and, at times,
unfortunate rhetoric surrounding the plight of
women and minorities who must strive for ca-
reer advancement, I am pleased to report that
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Wesley, Brown and Bartle finds America’s
leading corporations continue to maintain di-
versity employment practices.

Almost 2 in every 3 Fortune 100 companies
(62 percent) responding to a survey by Wes-
ley, Brown and Bartle Company, Inc. have hir-
ing programs dedicated to diversity and 15
percent of them tie portions of executive com-
pensation to achieving diversity leadership
goals. A year ago, when WB and B first sur-
veyed these companies, 64 percent said they
maintained such programs and 17 percent
said they included compensation incentives.
These percentages were almost identical to
the survey results of a year ago, despite the
political assault on affirmative action programs
in the intervening months.

WB&B founder Wes Poriotis notes the influ-
ence of a widely circulated study by the Hud-
son Institute on the effects of the marketplace
to changing demographics in the United
States. The study concluded that in the near
future, companies with workforces that mirror
the demography of their customers will prevail
over competitors whose workforces do not. In
short, diversity hiring is good business.

Wesley, Brown & Bartle is the oldest minor-
ity-partnered international search firm. It pro-
vides senior and middle management execu-
tive recruitment for major corporations and
Federal agencies. Their innovative systems for
identifying and maintaining contact with man-
agers and professionals have been utilized by
many of the Nation’s leading corporations, in-
cluding AT and T, DuPont, Northrop Grum-
man, The Prudential, Toy’s R US, and Union
Pacific.

Wesley, Brown and Bartle is to be com-
mended for having been in the forefront of ad-
vancing quality executives from the ranks of
the Nation’s women and minorities for almost
a quarter of a century. I salute this firm in my
district and the truly inspirational results of
their quarter-century of significant and innova-
tive achievement.
f

TRIBUTE TO JOHN SCHARER
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OF CALIFORNIA
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor one of my district’s most dedicated and
caring public servants, John Scharer, who re-
cently retired after more than 2 decades of
public service.

John has served the city of Petaluma, CA
for more than 24 years as an accountant, fi-
nance director, and, for the past 16 years, as
city manager. His courage and creativity have
helped to turn the city’s economy around and
prepare Petalumans to meet the challenges of
the 21st century. Under John’s leadership, the
city built a beautiful 24,000 square foot com-
munity center, developed a wonderful marina
and municipal airport, and converted a mor-
tuary into a state-of-the-art police facility.

I was fortunate to have served on the
Petaluma City Council for 8 years during
John’s tenure as city manager. Although we
seldom disagreed on important issues, when
we did, I never questioned John’s commitment
to the people of Petaluma. Through John’s ef-
forts, projects such as the Factory Outlet Vil-
lage, the Auto Mall Plaza, and new industrial

parks have allowed Petaluma to grow without
losing its small-town charm. He also brought a
Santa Rosa Junior College campus to
Petaluma and came up with the successful
plan to turn an empty agricultural experimen-
tation center into a shelter for homeless fami-
lies.

Mr. Speaker, it is my great pleasure to pay
tribute to John Scharer this evening. It would
be difficult to find a person as committed to
the future of Petaluma as John. Petalumans
owe a great deal of gratitude to him for his
tireless efforts on their behalf. He will certainly
be missed.
f

EXPLANATION OF MINK PRIVATE
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Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced legislation to provide consumers
access and ease of transmission to Federal
agencies where time of receipt is required to
preserve a right or to meet a filing deadline.
Currently, in many instances, documents re-
quired to be received by Federal agencies
within a certain deadline are recognized as ar-
riving on time by the date of postmark affixed
by the U.S. Postal Service [USPS]. Such doc-
uments include grant applications, court no-
tices, sealed bids, and several other types of
official documents.

My legislation would provide the same rec-
ognition to the date affixed on such items de-
livered by private delivery services, such as
Federal Express or United Parcel Service.

My bill uses the same definition of des-
ignated private delivery services as is used by
the Taxpayer Bill of Rights II, Public Law 104–
168, section 1210, which was passed by the
last Congress and signed into law on July 30,
1996. This timely-mailing-as-timely-filing rule
applied to filing of income tax returns has
been adopted by my bill and extended to all
documents filed with Federal agencies.

The date of receipt or date otherwise re-
corded on the item by the delivery company
will constitute date of receipt by the Federal
agency same as filing of Federal income taxes
is deemed received by the postmark placed
on the parcel or letter by USPS. With ex-
panded delivery services now available, this
procedure should be deemed applicable to
these services as well.

I urge my colleagues to support my bill, to
provide greater ease of compliance by our
constituents in meeting filing deadlines.
f

HELLS CANYON NATIONAL
RECREATION AREA

HON. ROBERT SMITH
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, today I
have introduced legislation to clarify the east-
ern boundary of the Hell’s Canyon National
Recreation Area [HCNRA]. This legislation is
necessary to correct an oversight that has
lead to the closure of an important access

route. The bill will enhance the public enjoy-
ment of the Hells Canyon region, while pre-
serving the ecological value of the wilderness
area itself.

In 1975, Congress created the HCNRA. The
recreation area abuts the eastern border of
the Hells Canyon Wilderness Area, and over-
looks the Snake River and the Oregon-Idaho
border. A road, Forest Service Road 3965, lies
along the western rim of Hells Canyon. Most
of this rim road lies within the recreation area.
It provides access to several hiking trails, and
to the most scenic overlooks of Hells Canyon
itself. Unfortunately, a 6.5-mile stretch of the
rim road is now closed. Despite the clear in-
tent of Congress, and the long-standing prac-
tice of the Forest Service, an inaccuracy in the
boundary definition has led to the inadvertent
inclusion of Forest Service Road 3965 within
the Hells Canyon Wilderness Area itself, forc-
ing the road’s closure.

The legislative history of the 1975 recreation
area legislation evinces a clear congressional
intent to maintain Forest Service Road 3965,
the area’s most prominent scenic route. Sec-
tion eight of the original HCNRA Act requires
the Secretary of Agriculture to evaluate scenic
roads within the recreation area. During Sen-
ate consideration of the bill, it was stated that
‘‘in no case [would Recreation Area lands] go
back to the rim of the gorge.’’

In 1978, Rep. Al Ullman (OR) successfully
sponsored legislation that changed the recre-
ation area’s eastern boundary by tying it to the
Canyon’s hydrologic divide. For 11 years,
Road 3965 remained open to motorized vehi-
cles. Then, in October 1989, during scoping
for a proposed fire salvage timber sale, it was
discovered that portions of a 7-mile stretch of
the road were located on the Snake River side
of the hydrologic divide. Despite longstanding
practice, and the well-established intent of
Congress, the Forest Service was compelled
to close the road. After a thorough review of
this issue in 1996, Jack Ward Thomas, then
the Chief of the U.S. Forest Service, wrote a
letter in which he addressed the assertion that
the road closure was inadvertent. He con-
cluded that ‘‘all indications are that this is the
case.’’

For decades, Oregon residents have trav-
eled Road 3965 to experience the natural
beauty of Hells Canyon. Congress established
the HCNRA to enhance and preserve public
enjoyment of this valuable resource—not to
cut off access to the area. This bill will restore
Congress’ original intent, facilitating public ac-
cess to the recreation area while preserving
the sanctity of Hells Canyon itself. I urge my
colleagues to support this sensible legislation.
f

RECOGNITION OF REVEREND
FINLEY SCHAEFER

HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. Speaker, one of the
pleasures of serving in this legislative body is
the opportunity we occasionally get to publicly
acknowledge outstanding individuals of our
Nation.

I rise today to honor Reverend Finley
Schaefer for his forty years of dedication and
leadership within the Methodist religion. For
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over 25 years, Reverend Schaefer has served
as Minister for the Park Slope United Meth-
odist Church. Through his tireless efforts and
the highest dedication to his religion, Rev-
erend Schaefer has worked to create the most
solid form of bond between all those within his
congregation. The example of his high stand-
ard of commitment to the people within his
church and to the people touched by his reli-
gious message is an inspiration to us all.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this mo-
ment to ask my colleagues in the U.S. House
of Representatives to join me in wishing Rev-
erend Schaefer all the best in his retirement
from the ministry of the United Methodist
Church. Even as Reverend Shaefer leaves the
formal church behind him, there can be no
doubt as to the joyous life which lies ahead for
him and all those who cross his path.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE PERFORMANCE
CLUSTER CHOIR

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
honor of the Performance Cluster Choir and
their 72nd observance of Black History Month.

The Chicago Post Office Choir reorganized
in September 1994 under the direction of
Carolyn Y. McQuerter. During this period of
reconstruction, the choir was renamed the
Performance Cluster Choir. The choir rep-
resents employees from all crafts, and in-
cludes a husband and wife, four sisters, and
numerous cousins and friends.

The talent and tremendous sound of this
choir has enabled them to perform at the in-
stallation of Rufus F. Porter, the District Man-
ager/Postmaster in Chicago, and for Etta J.
Williams, Postmaster in Oak Forest, IL. This
gifted choir has also performed at the Annual
Picnics of Alderman John O. Steele, and for
the 1st anniversary of the Million Man March,
celebrated at DuSable Museum.

Mr. Speaker, this choir has truly been a
blessing to the Chicago District Post Office,
and to the African-American community in the
city of Chicago as well. I am proud to enter
these words of recognition into the RECORD.
f

TRIBUTE TO VALDEMAR DELGADO
AND BEN HOWARD FOR THEIR
BRAVERY OF SERVICE TO THE
CICERO POLICE DEPARTMENT

HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor and commend Valdemar Delgado and
Ben Howard, two outstanding individuals from
my district. It was on January 8, 1997, that
two Cicero police officers, Andre Van Vegten
and Matthew Koman, were in need of imme-
diate assistance and Mr. Delgado and Mr.
Howard stopped to aid in rescuing the two offi-
cers from a burning vehicle.

While responding to a call of a man with a
gun at 44th Street near Cicero Avenue, the of-
ficers were involved in an accident that

caused flames which protruded through the
hood of the patrol vehicle. At the time,
Delgado and Howard were passing by and
saw the flames. Without any hesitation or re-
gard for their own safety, they immediately at-
tended to the two officers inside the burning
vehicle.

With much bravery and commendation,
Delgado and Howard attempted to pry open
the door of the patrol vehicle with a crowbar
without success. After many attempts Delgado
was able to break the window and pull Officer
Koman out to safety. At the same time, How-
ard was able to remove Officer Van Vegten
from the vehicle.

Because of their quick response and think-
ing, Delgado and Howard were successfully
able to remove both Officers Van Vegten and
Koman from fatal harm. Both officers were
then taken to area hospitals for life-saving
treatment. Valdemar Delgado and Ben How-
ard were congratulated and honored on Janu-
ary 14, 1997, for their heroism and bravery by
the mayor and City of Chicago Council.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate and commend
these two fine individuals for their bravery and
selfless act. I am very proud and honored to
have people like Valdemar Delgado and Ben
Howard who give so much to help with the
safety of our community.
f

TRIBUTE TO RAUL A. BESTEIRO,
JR.

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ask
my colleagues to join me in commending Mr.
Raul A. Besteiro, Jr., an adjunct professor with
the alternative certification program at the Uni-
versity of Texas-Brownsville, for his recent
election to the presidency of the Southern As-
sociation of Colleges and Schools [SACS]. He
was elected to this position at SACS’ annual
gathering in Nashville, TN, in December, after
38 years of membership.

SACS is a voluntary agency, one of six re-
gional accrediting organizations in the United
States. It boasts a membership of more than
11,000 accredited public and private edu-
cational institutions, from colleges and univer-
sities to elementary schools. The organization
was founded in 1895, and works with schools
across the South from Virginia to Texas.

As president of this prestigious organization,
Mr. Besteiro will lead the formulation of policy
for accreditation of the region’s member
schools and colleges. He was chosen to lead
this association by virtue of his hard work on
behalf of schools, children, and education over
the years. He has been actively involved with
the association’s process of ensuring that
member institutions meet established stand-
ards.

There is no one who can do a better job
with this great responsibility than Raul
Besteiro. Mr. B., as he is affectionately known
throughout south Texas, has spent his adult
life dedicated to the excellence of schools in
Brownsville and to the cause of education in
general. Mr. B. was an integral part of the
Brownville Independent School District from
1958 to 1989, as a teacher, an administrator,
and a superintendent.

He has proven himself to be a unique edu-
cator for the community of Brownsville with the
example of his life’s work. That dedication to
education continues within the realm of his
new position. In the 101 year history of SACS,
Raul Besteiro is both the first Texan—and the
first Hispanic—to lead the organization.

I ask my colleagues to join me in thanking
Raul for his life’s work in the field of edu-
cation. I hope you will join me in wishing him
well as he furthers the cause of education as
the president of SACS.
f

AMERICAN SAMOA DEVELOPMENT
ACT OF 1997

HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA
OF AMERICAN SAMOA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to introduce the American Samoa De-
velopment Act of 1997.

Over the past several months, I have had
the opportunity to discuss with American Sa-
moa’s new Governor, the Honorable Tauese
P.F. Sunia, the current economic status of
American Samoa, and the direction he would
like to move the territory’s economy.

It is no secret that of all the U.S. insular
areas, American Samoa has the weakest
economy. The growing population coupled
with its limited industrial base has hastened an
economic downward spiral which if not
checked, could result in the financial collapse
of the local government. This would not be in
the interests of the residents of American
Samoa, the local government, or the United
States.

American Samoa currently receives annual
Federal assistance for both the operations of
its government and for the construction of cap-
ital assets. Every elected Governor of Amer-
ican Samoa has attempted to develop a larger
and broader economy for Samoa, but each
has met with limited or no success because of
Samoa’s remote location, its limited transpor-
tation, and its devastating hurricanes.

To his credit, former Gov. A.P. Lutali nego-
tiated a mutually beneficial agreement with an
apparel company during his most recent term
in office, and that company is now in operation
and employing hundreds of American
Samoans. The addition of this company gives
American Samoa a total of three major busi-
nesses operating in the territory. I am con-
cerned that with the termination of section 936
of the Internal Revenue Code, the implemen-
tation of the North American Free Trade
Agreement, and the phase out of tariffs under
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade,
the few trade incentives the United States has
given American Samoa and the other insular
areas are rapidly losing their value.

As of today, no new businesses in American
Samoa, or any other insular area for that mat-
ter, can obtain the benefits of section 936.
Should Federal law concerning the importation
of canned tuna into the United States under
the dolphin safe label be amended as pro-
posed, I do not believe the two tuna canning
plants in American Samoa will remain in
Samoa beyond the end of this century. Should
they leave, and I expect them to be forced to
do so because of changes in the economics of
international production of canned tuna,
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Samoa will lose fully one-third of its total econ-
omy. This will be devastating.

This legislation is a start toward addressing
this problem. The commission established will
be directed to examine, among other things,
recent changes in trade law and the current
and future impact these changes will have on
American Samoa.
f

A TRIBUTE TO CONCORD COLLEGE,
ATHENS, WV, 125 YEARS OF EDU-
CATIONAL EXCELLENCE

HON. NICK J. RAHALL II
OF WEST VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, on May 10,
1875, 70 students arrived at a rough frame
building for the first session of classes, under
the leadership of Capt. James Harvey French
as princiapal—a result of action taken by the
West Virginia Legislature to establish a branch
of the State Normal School at Concord in the
county of Mercer.

On February 28, 1997 Concord College will
observe its 125th anniversary—celebrating
one and one-quarter centuries of excellence.

This expansion of higher education was mo-
tivated by the educational reform movement of
the 1870’s and the need for producing quali-
fied teachers for elementary and secondary
schools. The enabling legislation provided that
no State funds were to be used in the con-
struction of the school building. Residents of
the town raised over $1,700 by subscription to
erect the first building on land donated by Wil-
liam Harvey Martin, at the site of the present
Athens Elementary School.

By 1885, the State Legislature, impressed
by the service given to the State by the
school, appropriated $5,000 for a new brick
building, which was completed in June 1887.

But fire was to claim the downtown location
of the Normal School in November 1910, rous-
ing a determined faculty and students to hold
classes the very next day wherever they could
find space throughout town. The current cam-
pus was selected as the new site, and it was
purchased by the people of Athens from the
Vermillion family for that purpose, only to have
a second fire in 1912 that was even more
damaging than the first—but again, a deter-
mined faculty and residents of the local com-
munity banded together to rebuild and rededi-
cate Concord School.

The college awarded its first baccalaureate
degree to three graduates in June 1923, and
in 1931 the institutions’ name changed to Con-
cord State Teachers College.

Today, under the current leadership of
President Jerry Beasley, Concord has grown
to a comprehensive State college of 2,400 stu-
dents studying in Athens, Beckley, and other
southern West Virginia locations. The town in
which is has always been located even
changed its name to Athens in 1896 in rec-
ognition of Concord’s role as a center of edu-
cation.

Concord College, under previous Presidents
such as Cap. James Harvey French, whose
early title was ‘‘Principal,’’ to President Joseph
Franklin Marsh, to President Meredith Free-
man, to the excellent administration of its cur-
rent President Jerry Beasley, has expanded
far beyond its original teacher preparation mis-

sion—with programs of study offered in busi-
ness, social work, the arts and sciences and
the other pre-professional fields.

The college believes strongly in the advan-
tages that a broad liberal arts education can
add to the job preparation skills which the
public now demands. In an era in which job
change and career shifts are on the rise, the
value of this fundamental education—learning
how to learn for a lifetime—is even more pro-
nounced.

Mr. Speaker, it is my high honor to rep-
resent the people who live in southern West
Virginia—the State’s third Congressional Dis-
trict—where Concord College was established
and where it is now a thriving campus.

I take this opportunity to pay tribute to Con-
cord College, to its faculty, students and to its
many friends as it celebrates its 125th anni-
versary on February 28, 1997. At 11 a.m. on
that date, a full academic processional will
enter the Alexander Fine/Arts Center of the
Athens campus for a program commemorating
the college’s beginning—and its future.

I join with the officials of Concord College,
the newly elected Governor Cecil Underwood,
the State College System board of Directors,
the local delegation to the West Virginia Legis-
lature and representatives of Concord’s con-
stituent and support groups, in congratulating
Concord College for this enormous success in
serving family and student needs in Athens
and surrounding areas.

Mr. Speaker, it is through these kinds of
lasting efforts continued down through cen-
turies and more, that we continue to be able
to improve and enhance higher education for
all our people. From its inception, the local
people of Athens, the students and faculty,
and the enormously talented Presidents
named above who served Concord from 1872
to 1997, all sharing their ideas and their ideals
and acting upon them for the common good—
have culminated in the highly respected and
greatly loved Concord College that we pay
tribute to today.
f

BLACK HISTORY MONTH: RECOGNI-
TION, RESPECT, AND RELIANCE

HON. MIKE McINTYRE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. Speaker, as the Mem-
bers know, February is Black History Month,
which our Nation has devoted to recognizing
and honoring the contributions and accom-
plishments African-Americans have made to
this country. Across our great Nation, schools,
businesses, churches, and civic organizations
are making a special effort to proclaim the im-
portance of African-Americans to this Nation’s
progress and success.

We make this special effort for two fun-
damentally important reasons. First, black
people of this Nation have suffered unfairly
through generations of slavery and oppres-
sion. Today, I am grateful that we are working
together to ensure that all people are treated
equally, both in word and deed. The second
reason we mark this time with Black History
Month is that African-Americans have made
substantive and vitally important contributions
to this Nation’s progress and success. Quite
simply, we would be much diminished as a

nation if it were not for the hard work, insight,
activism, leadership, and excellence found
within the African-American community.

Today, I want to focus on the pattern of
black history that begins with our Nation’s ear-
liest days and ends in a future that is brighter
for all of us. That pattern has three fundamen-
tal components: Recognition, Respect, and
Reliance. I believe that we must recognize Af-
rican-Americans for their contributions. I be-
lieve that respect for African-Americans flows
out of our recognition of their importance in
America. Finally, recognition and respect cre-
ates a healthy reliance on African-Americans
that crosses all racial and economic groups. I
stand here today in order to help move for-
ward our efforts to recognize Black historical
accomplishments, to urge respect for our Afri-
can-American neighbors, and to promote a
cross-racial reliance that fosters a more per-
fect Union.

Recognition begins with an understanding
that African-Americans have made substantive
and vitally important contributions to the cul-
tural, economic, athletic, scientific, and spir-
itual advancement of the United States. They
have been a positive factor in nearly all major
events in American history and have both in-
fluenced and changed American life and cul-
ture. Unfortunately, many contributions made
by African-Americans remain unknown among
most Americans.

We could spend many hours exploring Afri-
can-American contributions to American life.
Today, I urge you to take some time and ex-
plore the remarkable achievements of African-
Americans on your own. When we recognize
the continuous and important impact they
have had on our nation, we will agree that a
future full of African-American accomplish-
ments is a good one.

Consider the impact African-Americans have
had in politics and civil rights. Of course,
Blacks have always been politically active.
Today, we should call special attention to
Blacks who serve their nation and commu-
nities in ways unimaginable one hundred
years or even fifty years ago. Blacks now
serve in unprecedented numbers in elected
and appointed positions at all levels of govern-
ment. Mayors David Dinkins, Tom Bradley,
Coleman Young, and others have had a posi-
tive impact on some of our most important
cities. Douglass Wilder served as governor of
my neighbor state of Virginia. In my home dis-
trict, several black leaders have served on the
city council, school board, board of county
commissioners, community college board
members, state board of transportation, nu-
merous other state boards and commissions,
state legislature, and in government positions
at all levels, including Congress, for many
years with distinction. The civil rights ad-
vances in our nation could not have been
made without these fine citizens. We must
recognize the importance Blacks have in
shaping our political lives.

We should also recognize Blacks for their
contributions to advancing American science
and technology. Blacks have been vitally im-
portant inventors and scientists from our na-
tion’s earliest days. Did you know that
Onesimus, a black slave, was experimenting
with smallpox vaccines in the 1720s? This pio-
neer of modern medicine was followed by oth-
ers such as Dr. Charles Drew, who engi-
neered blood transfusions; and Samual
Kountz, who made kidney transplants more
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successful. In technology, Blacks have in-
vented the incandescent light bulb, truck re-
frigeration, polymer fabrics, and automated
manufacturing machines used in making
shoes, telephones, and other items essential
to our daily lives. In space, Lt. Colonel Guion
Bluford was the first Black to fly in space.
Hoping to advance human services, astronaut
Ronald McNair tragically died in the Chal-
lenger shuttle explosion. These individuals and
many many other African-Americans must be
fully recognized for their contributions to Amer-
ican life.

Once we recognize African-Americans for
their accomplishments, we must respect them
as valuable contributors to American society.
In my home state of North Carolina, the Afri-
can-American community emerged from the
shadows of slavery to quickly take positions in
government, education, entertainment, and
media. The progress has not always been
easy or free of hardship and danger, but the
results for North Carolina include a vibrant and
diverse sense of community that benefits
every citizen.

Take, for example, two North Carolinians
who should have our respect. First, in the
early 1900’s Dr. Charlotte Hawkins Brown
founded a school for African-American chil-
dren. Although she was attacked and op-
pressed with Jim Crow laws, her faith in God
and her commitment to her community gave
her the strength to ensure that her school,
known as the Palmer Institute, educated Black
children in the sciences, language, and cul-
ture. She received many honors, and was a
friend of Eleanor Roosevelt, W.E.B. DuBouis,
Booker T. Washington, and other leaders of
the day. I have nothing but respect for people
like Dr. Hawkins, who spend their lives com-
mitted to God and community.

There is one more person who exemplifies
the sort of success that we should respect.
Hiram Rhoades Revels is especially significant
to me for three reasons. First, he committed
his life to God and proclaiming the truth of the
Christian Gospel. Second, he was born in
Fayetteville, North Carolina, only 30 miles
from where I was born. Third, he was the first
Black member of the United States Congress.
It is remarkable that his adult life spanned the
Civil War, Reconstruction, and ended in 1901
during the Progressive Era. He was a true pio-
neer of American political life.

All the people I have mentioned today—the
scientists, teachers, politicans, and every Afri-
can-American—should be respected members
of our Nation.

Finally, we should consider America’s future
in light of the recognition and respect due Afri-
can-Americans. America works best when
every American can act responsibly, work
well, and live in a safe community. When
Black History Months ends, we must not end
the recognition and respect earned by African-
Americans. Our recognition and respect for
African- Americans leads to a reliance on Afri-
can-Americans for their valuable contributions
to American life.

Today, there are nearly 400,000 African-
American children in the North Carolina public
schools. We must work together to ensure that
their future is full of success and opportunity.
Through the efforts of their forebearers, this
Nation has come closer to fully understanding
our Declaration of Independence: That all men
are created equal under God and are entitled
to the opportunity for life, liberty, and the pur-

suit of happiness. For many years, these
words rang hollow to African-Americans. Let
us be wise enough to now recognize their ac-
complishments, respect their value to society,
and rely on them to be equal members in the
great work of this Nation.

And may we remember the words of Adlai
Stevenson, who was the Democratic nominee
for President in 1956, this year I was born,
when he said:

Trust the people, trust their good sense,
their decency, their faith. Trust them with
the facts; trust them with the great deci-
sions; and fix as our guiding star the passion
to create a society in which no American is
held down by his race or color, by worldly
condition or social status from earning that
which his character earns him as an Amer-
ican citizen, as a human being as a child of
God.

f

TRIBUTE TO DANYCE HOLGATE-
WILKINS

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, the Borough of
Brooklyn is blessed with a tremendous re-
source of talented citizens who are dedicated
to improving their community and making it a
better place to live. Danyce Holgate-Wilkins is
one of those dedicated citizens. She was born
and raised in Brooklyn, and received her un-
dergraduate degree from Stonybrook Univer-
sity, and her law degree from Howard Univer-
sity School of Law.

Since obtaining her law degree, Danyce has
worked in a variety of capacities, including a
clerkship with the Honorable Judge Bruce
Wright, in addition to working in the law firm
of Gaston and Snow in Boston, MA. She also
has worked as an assistant corporation coun-
sel for the city of New York.

Danyce is involved in a host of local political
endeavors, in addition to serving on the board
of the Association of Black Woman Attorneys.
Additionally, she is a member of the board of
the Tri-Community Development Corporation,
and the Parent Teacher’s Association.

Danyce is married to William Scott Wilkins
and is blessed with two wonderful children,
twin girls, Danah and Danielle.
f

TRIBUTE TO FRANK DEL OLMO

HON. XAVIER BECERRA
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, it is with ut-
most pride that I rise today to recognize and
honor one of this country’s finest journalists—
Mr. Frank del Olmo—as he celebrates 25
years of service at The Los Angeles Times.

For over two decades, Frank has written for
Los Angeles’ awardwinning daily and has de-
livered more than just a story and a byline.

Frank began his career at The Los Angeles
Times as an intern in 1971 and was hired as
a reporter upon completion of his apprentice-
ship. After spending a year reporting local
news, he soon became a staff writer specializ-
ing in Latin American affairs—a stint which

lasted nearly 10 years and distinguished him
as one of the best writers at his hometown
paper.

Frank rose to the rank of editorial writer and
held the position for 9 years before beginning
his 6-year tenure as deputy editor of the edi-
torial pages. Today, Frank is assistant to the
editor at The Los Angeles Times. He holds the
highest position of any Latino at the news-
paper, and he continues to be one of the few
high-ranking Latinos in newspaper manage-
ment in the country.

Frank has earned a reputation for being a
journalist with integrity—a risk-taker who
knows how to thread the needle—a man con-
fidently anchored as much in his words as by
his deeds.

Perhaps one of the most defining moments
in Frank’s career was born in a dissenting
opinion he wrote a few years ago while deputy
editor of the editorial pages. When The Times
issued a gubernatorial endorsement with
which he strongly disagreed, Frank put his
pen to work despite the brewing tension that
many believed might lead to his permanent
departure from the paper. For Frank, express-
ing his opinions publicly was a matter of con-
science. He could not sit back while the official
Times opinion so offended California’s ethnic
and immigrant communities. His efforts
brought him greater respect from journalists in
the newsroom; and management fully realized
the talents and crucial voice that Frank brings
to its pages.

As assistant to the editor, Frank continues
to write an insightful column for Sunday’s
opinion page, and he has greater input in what
the paper will run each day. Frank earned this
responsibility because he worked hard, be-
cause he was vigilant on behalf of his paper
and his principles. He earned it because he
dared to speak his mind—legitimately, con-
structively.

The quality of Frank’s work over the years
has earned him public acclaim. In 1991, he
was a co-winner of The Los Angeles Times
‘‘Editorial Award’’ for pieces written on the
Rodney King/LAPD/Darryl Gates case. In
1984, Frank received the prestigious ‘‘Pulitzer
Gold Medal for Meritous Public Service’’ for a
series of articles on Southern California’s
Latino community.

While Frank is highly regarded in the Los
Angeles newsroom where the has worked for
over 20 years, the story is no different outside
the newsroom.

Frank, the highest-ranking Latino at The Los
Angeles Times, serves as a role model for
Latinos and other minorities, especially young
aspiring journalists. His commitment to ad-
vancing the lives of young people and desire
to see more Latinos blaze the journalist path
inspired him to join with his colleagues to es-
tablish the California Chicano News Media As-
sociation (CCNMA) nearly 25 years ago.

Today, the 500-member organization serves
as a valuable resource for working journalists
and aspiring journalists alike. Frank was a
principal architect in the designing of the sum-
mer high school journalism workshops that are
synonymous with CCNMA. The workshops
allow participating students to acquire—
through one-on-one training with professional
journalists in actual newsrooms—the nec-
essary tools to report the world.

From covering the local beat as a rookie re-
porter, to reporting the violence and bloodshed
of civil disturbance in Central America, to writ-
ing commentaries and helping students, Frank
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has surpassed the expectations and standards
of a journalist. In a time when so many take
liberty to belittle and bash members of the
media, it is with great pleasure that I honor
Frank today and share a piece of his life with
you.

Mr. Speaker, as friends and associates
gather to congratulate Frank for his 25 years
of outstanding work, I ask that my colleagues
and my country join me in saluting this excep-
tional individual—An individual who is a tre-
mendous journalist and an active community
leader—an individual who, until I memorialize
it in writing, may never understand just how
proud he makes so many of us feel.

Mr. Speaker, Frank del Olmo is a humble
and thoughtful man who carefully conceals the
passsion and determination of a warrior. He is
most deserving of our words of tribute. How I
only wish that my pen would sing like his.

f

CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS
AMENDMENT

SPEECH OF

HON. BOB RILEY
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 12, 1997

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 2) proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States with respect
to the number of terms of office of Members
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives:

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to ex-
press my support for term limits.

When our Founding Fathers drafted the
Constitution, they envisioned a citizen legisla-
ture of the people, not a lifeline for career poli-
ticians.

Congress ought to be an institution that en-
courages individuals to come to Washington
for a short period of time and subsequently re-
turn back to their local communities.

By enacting term limits we will return the
power of Government back to the people,
which is exactly where it belongs.

In my opinion, our current system fosters a
class of professional politicians who entrench
themselves in office by utilizing the powers of
incumbency.

Let’s put politics and bickering aside for a
day and pass meaningful term limits legislation
on a bipartisan basis.

Seventy-five percent of all Americans sup-
port term limits. Twenty-four States have ap-
proved term limit measures.

It’s time for us to put the people back in
charge and restore our constituents faith in
Congress as an institution.

We can do this by sending a clear signal
that the House of Representatives and the
U.S. Senate will no longer be home to the out
of town and the out of touch.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of term
limits today.

TRIBUTE TO EVELYN DUBROW ON
THE OCCASION OF HER RETIRE-
MENT AFTER 40 YEARS OF
SERVICE ON BEHALF OF AMERI-
CA’S WORKING FAMILIES

HON. THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997
Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today

to pay special tribute to Evelyn Dubrow,
whose ceaseless advocacy on behalf of the
American worker has spanned four decades
and has been a catalyst for positive change in
American society.

Evy Dubrow began her adult life as a jour-
nalist but soon became one of the leading
voices in the labor movement. After serving as
secretary of the New Jersey chapter of the
American Newspaper Guild during the 1940’s,
Evy was hired by the International Ladies Gar-
ment Worker’s Union [ILGWU] in 1956. Shortly
thereafter, Evy was sent to Washington by the
ILGWU where she lobbied for passage of
many progressive initiatives. Through the Six-
ties, Seventies, and Eighties she worked
closely with the leadership of both parties in
support of a more labor-friendly agenda. In the
Seventies, in honor of her tireless dedication,
then-Speaker Tip O’Neill assigned Evy her
own chair outside the House Chamber doors.

Evy Dubrow came to Washington a diminu-
tive political novice, but will leave behind a
legacy of the greatest stature. During her ten-
ure on the Hill, Evy pressed for greater access
to health care, family and medical leave, rais-
ing the minimum wage, and ‘‘Buy American,’’
long before they became fashionable causes.
Over the years her intelligence, gentility and
charm have allowed her to gain access to a
veritable Who’s Who of the Congress. Never
one to threaten or cajole, Evy trusted her firm
grasp of the issues and friendly disposition to
get her point across.

When Evy arrived in Washington there were
only three other women lobbyists on the Hill
and Dwight Eisenhower was in the White
House. Over the span of her long career, Evy
has received more honors than time permits
me to list here today. Although she is retiring
from her official post as vice president and
legislative director of the ILGWU, her love for
our institution and her enduring legacy will live
on in the Halls of Congress. Mr. Speaker, in
recognition of Evelyn Dubrow’s dedication to
improving the lives of America’s working fami-
lies, and her contribution to the culture of poli-
tics, I ask that my colleagues join me today in
honoring this truly deserving woman.
f

LOU GAMBACCINI; DEPARTURE
FROM SEPTA

HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
my good friend Mr. Lou Gambaccini, as he re-
tires from his position of general manager of
SEPTA. For 8 years, longer than any other
general manager, Lou Gambaccini served
SEPTA with dedication and distinction.

Lou Gambaccini inherited a system in 1988
wrought with numerous problems that required

quick and decisive action. He rose to this chal-
lenge and set forth to combat an aging infra-
structure system. Lou provided the necessary
guidance to move SEPTA in a positive direc-
tion. Due to his accomplishments, Lou is held
in high regard within the national transpor-
tation community. He is one of the Nation’s
most renowned proponents of increasing our
Federal commitment to mass transit.

SEPTA quickly moved into the area of infra-
structure renewal and repair under Lou’s tute-
lage. Projects were prioritized so that scarce
resources were not unwisely depleted. Effi-
ciency was the key element to these projects,
reducing time and money spent. Beginning in
1988, SEPTA has engaged in numerous re-
construction projects, including the Frankford
Elevated Reconstruction Project [FERC],
RailWorks, Norristown High Speed Line,
Overbrook Rail Maintenance Facility, Midvale
Bus Depot, and the purchase of 400 new
buses and 220 new cars for the Market-
Frankford line.

The work completed on the Frankford Ele-
vated Reconstruction Project is an amazing
demonstration of Lou’s leadership and insight.
Lou managed this $750 million reconstruction
without any major disruption of service for the
community. Thanks to his efforts, the
Frankford El is a vital resource for the con-
stituency of northeast Philadelphia.

Lou moved SEPTA into a new era in which
critical dedicated funding could be counted on
by organizing the Southeastern Pennsylvania
Area Coalition for Transportation [ACT]. ACT
is a group of 70 leaders from both traditional
and nontraditional transit proponents, rep-
resenting various constituencies. This group
has become a model throughout the Nation for
other transit supporters.

Frequently faced by inadequate operating
budgets, Lou Gambaccini streamlined oper-
ations to cover million dollar gaps and increas-
ing costs. Reacting to budget crises with cre-
ative solutions and proactive programs, he
succeeded in meeting budget demands with
the least amount of disruption possible.

Under Lou’s guidance, SEPTA employees
have become focused on creating a system
that is service-friendly and propelled by its
customers. During his tenure, service has im-
proved tremendously with resourceful new
need-based routes, as well as a major decline
in violent crime on the system.

Serving as a leader to the Nation and the
industry, Lou Gambaccini demanded that
SEPTA become an agency where real equal
opportunity exists. The upper management af-
firmative action initiative has achieved its goal
of producing a middle and senior management
workforce more balanced in its representation
of females and minorities.

In his unprecedented term of 8 years as
general manager of SEPTA, Lou Gambaccini
has turned SEPTA around and sent it into the
future on the right track. He has displayed per-
severance and ingenuity when challenged.
SEPTA is now in a position where it will have
the ability to continue improving in the future
and adapting to the changing needs of the
community.

As general manager at SEPTA, Lou
Gambaccini displayed the type of commitment
and insight necessary for success, and he will
be missed and remembered. I wish him the
best of luck in the coming years.
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PROMOTING A TRADE PARTNER-

SHIP WITH THE CARIBBEAN
BASIN REGION

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I want to draw
my colleagues’ attention to two articles on
United States/Caribbean relations that have
appeared in the New York Times over the
past few months.

The articles document a gradual erosion of
the United States/Caribbean economic and
trade partnership. Over the past few years, in
focusing our attention on domestic issues and
on other foreign policy matters, we have inad-
vertently neglected an area of the world that
remains critically important to our own strate-
gic and commercial interests.

The Caribbean Basin is our 10th largest ex-
port market and one of the few regions in the
world where our firms consistently post a trade
surplus. As home to the Panama Canal and to
the major access routes for ships entering the
Gulf of Mexico, the Caribbean is a vital gate-
way for many agricultural and manufactured
goods. Finally, sitting astride the major transit
routes of illicit narcotics from South America to
our shores, the Caribbean serves as the front
line in our defense against drug traffickers. As
we have seen too many times—even in the
last decade—destabilization and economic
loss in the Caribbean often echoes loudly in
the United States.

In recognition of the strategic importance of
this region, I expect to reintroduce legislation
that will aim to restore the vital United States/
Caribbean economic partnership that was fos-
tered through the Caribbean Basin initiative.
That legislation will ensure that the United
States/Caribbean economic relationship is not
inadvertently diminished by the relationship we
are now fostering with Mexico under the
NAFTA. Moreover, the legislation will provide
a roadmap to help prepare our Caribbean
partners for the challenges in the next century,
including membership in the planned Free
Trade Agreement of the Americas (FTAA).

In the meantime, I would ask my colleagues
to take a few moments to read these articles
to gain a better appreciation of the current
state of United States/Caribbean relations and
a more thorough understanding of a substan-
tial problem that the United States must ad-
dress.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 30, 1997]
BACKLASH FROM NAFTA BATTERS ECONOMIES

OF THE CARRIBBEAN

(By Larry Rohter)
KINGSTON, JAMAICA.—Three years after the

United States, Canada and Mexico agreed to
become a single market as part of the North
American Free Trade Agreement, their ex-
ports to each other are booming. But here in
the Carribbean, the economies of America’s
much smaller neighbors are reeling from the
impact of that success and finding it nearly
impossible to compete.

From the apparel plants of Jamaica to the
sugar-cane fields of Trinidad, Nafta has al-
ready resulted in the loss of jobs, markets
and income for the vulnerable island nations
of the region. The capital and investment
projects that are vitally needed for future
growth, officials say, are increasingly flow-
ing out of the Caribbean Basin and into Mex-
ico.

‘‘The stark reality is that Mexico can now
export its products to the United states free
of duty, which makes it more profitable for
producers to operate from there,’’ Seymour
Mullings, Jamaica’s Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs and Foreign Trade, said in an interview
here. ‘‘Putting it very simply, if that is not
stemmed, it could do untold damage to our
manufacturing sector and economy as a
whole.’’

Nafta’s devastating effect on the Caribbean
was widely forecast before the treaty’s pas-
sage in 1993 and Washington suggested it
would cushion the blow by extending similar
trade preferences to the island nations.

However, the Clinton Administration’s
proposals to give the Caribbean ‘‘Nafta par-
ity’’ have twice foundered in Congress in
election years and now face an uncertain fu-
ture in a new Congress that has decidedly
mixed feelings about the benefits of free-
trade agreements.

The Caribbean now exports more than $12.5
billion worth of goods to the United States
annually, and a recent study by the World
Bank estimates that more than one-third of
that total could be shifted to Mexico if the
existing trade rules remain in effect.

The region’s once-flourishing apparel sec-
tor has been hard hit, officials say. In the
last two years, more than 150 apparel plants
closed in the Caribbean and 123,000 jobs have
been lost ‘‘as a direct result of trade and in-
vestment diversion to Mexico,’’ according to
the Caribbean Textile and Apparel Institute,
which is located here.

Textile manufacturing had been one of the
Caribbean’s few economic bright spots. Be-
tween 1980 and 1995, Jamaica’s garment ex-
ports, primarily underwear and hosiery, rose
from less than $10 million a year to nearly
$600 million annually, an average annual
growth rate of 28 percent.

Since Nafta took effect in 1994, Mexican
textile exports have grown at a rate three
times those of the Caribbean as a whole. In
1996, the Caribbean Textile and Apparel In-
stitute estimates, Jamaica’s garment ex-
ports fell by 7 percent, with 7,000 jobs elimi-
nated.

Simnilar or even larger decreases were re-
corded in Guyana, Belize and tiny St. Lucia.

More than 600 people, about 95 percent of
them women, felt the effects of Nafta when
the Youngone Garment factory on Marcus
Garvey Drive here closed just before Christ-
mas. The plant had been making T-shirts for
export to the United States. But a Mexican
factory took the business away with a lower
bid, prompting the Korean company to shut
down operations in Jamaica and send its em-
ployees home. The company then shipped its
equipment off to Bangladesh.

‘‘I lost my job back in ’95 and haven’t been
able to find another one since,’’ said Beryl
Davidson, 26, a former textile worker and
single mother of three small children. ‘‘I
couldn’t pay my rent, and I couldn’t feed my
kids, so I’ve had to move back in with my
parents to survive.’’

‘‘But my cousin in Brooklyn tells me
there’s plenty of work there, so maybe I will
join her,’’ she said.

Since Nafta went in effect, the creation of
new jobs in this nation of 2.3 million people
has stopped altogether and overall unem-
ployment has risen to 16 percent from 9.5
percent, according to the Statistical Insti-
tute of Jamaica. Among women working in
the apparel sector, the unemployment rate is
now more than 33 percent.

Worse yet, the loss of jobs and American
support occurs as the pro-American Govern-
ment here, with an election due sometime in
the next year, is completing an economic re-
trenchment that had been strongly urged by
Washington. Over the past decade, Jamaica
has sold off state companies, reduced the

budget deficit and increased foreign reserves,
but at a high social cost.

‘‘We have no safety net here, no welfare, no
Medicare,’’ said Anthony Gomes, director of
a large trading company. ‘‘So when people go
to the street, it has a serious ripple effect.
The way things are going, jobs are very dif-
ficult to get, and that is not helping our
crime rate.

American officials, however, argue that Ja-
maica and other Caribbean nations are blam-
ing Nafta for deeper-rooted economic dif-
ficulties that will remain even if trade rules
are eventually eased. In the case of Jamaica,
they maintain, those include a revaluation
of the currency that increased its value by
12.5 percent last year, making the country’s
products more expensive, and a host of regu-
latory obstacles.

‘‘The main problem here is government bu-
reaucracy,’’ one official said. ‘‘It is darn near
impossible to collect the licenses and ap-
provals you need to get a business off the
ground.’’

Ironically, Jamaica’s initial export surge
was the result of another American program,
the Caribbean Basin Initiative, which the
Reagan Administration put in place 15 years
ago. A package of aid, trade and investment
incentives aimed at the private sector, the
program was intended to introduce the Car-
ibbean to what Mr. Reagan called ‘‘the magic
of the marketplace,’’ and had Jamaica as its
centerpiece.

But that arrangement has also benefited
the United States. American exports to the
region rose 160 percent in the decade ending
in 1995, to more than $15 billion a year. The
Caribbean is the only part of the world where
Washington recorded a favorable balance of
trade every year during that time.

The Caribbean Basin Initiative still exists,
but places either duties or quotas on those
products in which Caribbean nations enjoy a
competitive advantage, such as sugar, tex-
tiles and footwear.

‘‘All we are asking is to be put on a level
playing field with Mexico,’’ said Paul Rob-
ertson, this country’s Minister of Industry,
Investment and Commerce. ‘‘We are not
seeking a handout, but only the opportunity
not to be prevented from taking full advan-
tage of the North American market.’’

[From the New York Times, Oct. 24, 1996]
CARIBBEAN NATIONS FIND LITTLE PROFIT IN

AIDING U.S. DRUG WAR

(By Larry Rohter)
BRIDGETOWN, BARBADOS.—Hoping for Amer-

ican gratitude and assistance, the English-
speaking countries of the eastern Caribbean
have in recent years devoted larger portions
of their meager budgets to fighting drug
trafficking. But now, to the dismay of many
in the region, the United States is respond-
ing with a policy of economic retrenchment.

Legislation to give Caribbean countries the
same free-trade benefits as Mexico and Can-
ada has been shelved in Congress, and a lit-
tle-noticed provision of the minimum-wage
bill that President Clinton signed in August
eliminates Federal tax incentives to encour-
age low-interest loans to the region. Also,
the two sides are in a bitter dispute over ex-
port quotas for bananas, the back-bone of
most economies in the area.

‘‘What is the message being sent?’’ Keith
Mitchell, the Prime Minister of Grenada,
asked. ‘‘It is that our friends are abandoning
us, that the rug is being pulled from under
us, that we are being told we must sink or
float on our own.’’

The scaling back of Washington’s eco-
nomic commitment comes with the region’s
re-emergence as a favorite transit zone for
cocaine and heroin traffickers. Caribbean
countries are largely cooperating with anti-
drug efforts, United States officials say, and
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their leaders are clearly rankled by what
they see as a lack of American economic
support.

‘‘We’ve surrendered our sovereignty,’’
James Mitchell, Prime Minister of St. Vin-
cent and the Grenadines, said at a recent
meeting of the Caribbean Americas Business
Network in Miami. ‘‘We’ve given the U.S. all
the cooperation in the world. What else do
they want?’’

American officials acknowledge some of
the complaints, but they also say that east-
ern Caribbean nations have passed up oppor-
tunities through membership in regional
lending institutions to ease their economic
dependence on Washington.

For their part, leaders of the 14 nations
making up the Caribbean Community, a re-
gional economic association known as
Caricom, have been urging the Clinton Ad-
ministration to grant them trade parity with
Mexico and Canada, the United States’ part-
ners in the North American Free Trade
Agreement.

But Congress adjourned this month with-
out taking action on the measure, which was
intended to supplement the largely moribund
Caribbean Basin Initiative created by the
Reagan Administration.

In a report last month, the Council on
Hemispheric Affairs, a Washington-based re-
search group, attributed the delay in action
to ‘‘partisan and special interest opposition’’
in Congress. The council said American leg-
islators were wary of offending fruit lobby-
ists.

Caricom leaders say they need access to
free trade to help compensate for a drop of
nearly 90 percent in American economic as-
sistance to the region over the last decade,
from $225 million to $26 million. In August, a
provision in the new minimum-wage law
ended tax breaks for American corporations
doing business in Puerto Rico.

At the same time, Washington is challeng-
ing the traditional system of trade pref-
erences that allows many Caricom nations to
export their products to European nations
either duty free or at vastly reduced tariff
rates. One such proposal, which Caribbean
leaders say could cripple the region’s banana
industry, is now before the World Trade Or-
ganization.

‘‘It seems shortsighted and baffling,’’ said
Frank Alleyne of the Institute for Social and
Economic Research at the University of the
West Indies. ‘‘What about the cost in social
unrest? If they succeed, drug cultivation will
increase, mark my word. Farmers must find
another crop, and that crop is marijuana.’’

f

RECOGNIZING JUNETEENTH
INDEPENDENCE DAY

HON. J.C. WATTS, JR.
OF OKLAHOMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
today, I am introducing legislation recognizing
the Juneteenth holiday as the day of celebrat-
ing the end of slavery in the United States. Al-
though slavery was officially abolished by the
Emancipation Proclamation in 1863, it took
over 2 years for news of freedom to reach all
the slaves. On June 19, 1865, Gen. Gordon
Granger rode into Galveston, TX, and an-
nounced that the State’s 200,000 slaves were
free. Vowing never to forget the date, the
former slaves coined a nickname for their
celebration—a blend of the words ‘‘June’’ and
‘‘Nineteenth.’’ Though Juneteenth celebrations
originated in the Southwest, they soon spread

throughout the South and are now celebrated
throughout the Nation.

As we celebrate Black History Month, it is
appropriate to recognize this significant mo-
ment in American history. Juneteenth Inde-
pendence Day is an important and enriching
part of our Nation’s history and heritage and
provides an opportunity for all Americans to
learn more about our common past.
f

TRIBUTE TO GEN. BILLY J. BOLES

HON. RICHARD BURR
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. BURR of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor Gen. Billy J. Boles for his
long and distinguished service to his country
in the U.S. Air Force. I always consider it a
great privilege to have the opportunity to rec-
ognize the achievements of a member of the
U.S. armed services. These Americans dedi-
cate their lives to the protection and preserva-
tion of our freedom, and all too often, we ne-
glect to adequately express our gratitude to
them for the sacrifices they and their families
gladly make for the sake of our Nation. I take
particular joy in this occasion because General
Boles is a native son of King, NC in my dis-
trict.

On April 1 of this year, General Boles ends
a 35-year career replete with honors and dis-
tinctions that took him through posts in Mis-
sissippi, Texas, Washington, DC, and Viet-
nam. During the majority of his tenure, the Air
Force assigned to him one of the most chal-
lenging and important duties in the armed
services—recruiting and accessing Air Force
personnel and training them to become the
best pilots in the world. In a very real sense,
the Air Force entrusted General Boles with its
future.

After receiving his Bachelor of Science de-
gree at N.C. State University in 1961, General
Boles completed his military training at the
Squadron Officer School at Maxwell AFB in
Alabama, the Armed Forces Staff College in
Norfolk, VA, and the National War College at
Fort Lesley J. McNair here in Washington DC.
He then went to his first post at Keesler AFB
in Mississippi. In September 1962, he began
his career as a military educator when he be-
came an instructor and assistant course su-
pervisor in the Personnel Officer Course at
Greenville AFB in Mississippi. General Boles’
service also includes two assignments in Viet-
nam. First, from July 1965 through October
1965 he served with the 6250th Combat Sup-
port Group and from October 1966 through
June 1967 he served at the 7th Air Force
Headquarters both at Tan Son Nhut Air Base
in South Vietnam. General Boles’ career then
took him through several important positions
including Director of Personnel Programs at
the U.S. Air Force Headquarters here in
Washington, DC from June 1987 through June
1988 and Vice Commander of the Air Edu-
cation and Training Command Headquarters
at Randolph AFB in Texas from April 1995
through June 1995.

On July 1, 1995, the Air Force promoted
Billy Boles to general and made him Com-
mander of the Air Education and Training
Command Headquarters where he has served
ever since. His command consists of 13

bases, 43,000 active duty members, and
14,000 civilians and includes two numbered
Air Forces, Air University, Air Force Recruiting
Service, and Wilford Hall Medical Center. In
addition to the tremendous responsibilities
General Boles fulfilled over his career, he also
found time for his family which includes his
wife, Kay, and their son, David, who also
serves in the Air Force as a lieutenant.

Over his 35 years in the Air Force, General
Boles earned many major awards and decora-
tions including the Distinguished Service
Medal, the Legion of Merit with oak leaf clus-
ter, the Bronze Star Medal, the Meritorious
Service Medal with two oak leaf clusters, the
Air Force Commendation Medal, the Air Force
Outstanding Unit Award, the Air Force Organi-
zational Excellence Award with four oak leaf
clusters, the National Defense Service Medal
with service star, and the Vietnam Service
Medal with four service stars.

All of his life, General Boles dedicated him-
self to excellence in every task he undertook.
Born to a tobacco farming family in the Mount
Olive Church community of King, NC in
Stokes County on July 27, 1938, young Billy
Boles grew up in an environment that stressed
hard work and dedication. By age 14, he grew
his first tobacco crop on his own. While work-
ing hard on the farm, he also found time to
participate in scouting through his membership
in Boy Scout Troop 102. Religion also played
an important role in his career, and he be-
came a member of Mount Olive Baptist
Church by baptism on October 10, 1948.

During his school years, Billy Boles never
rejected an opportunity to work or to learn. He
attended North Carolina Boys State at UNC
Chapel Hill in 1955, and in addition to going
to school and farming, he worked for the U.S.
Department of Agriculture as a tobacco acre-
age measurer. At King High School, Bill Boles’
activities included Glee Club, Junior Marshall,
Vice President junior and senior year, and sa-
lutatorian. Originally planning to work for R. J.
Reynolds Tobacco Co. after graduation, en-
couragement from teachers and friends
prompted him to apply to and attend N.C.
State University where he enrolled in the
ROTC program that launched him on his dis-
tinguished military career.

While I feel a small amount of sorrow that
the young men and women in our Armed
Forces will lose a great leader like General
Boles, I also feel confident that his great ac-
complishments as an educator and trainer
have helped ensure the future of the Air Force
for years to come. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
express my personal gratitude to Gen. Billy
Boles for the great sacrifices and service he
gave to his country over his long and distin-
guished career. Finally, on behalf of my col-
leagues here in the U.S. House of Represent-
atives as well as a grateful nation, General
Boles, we say thank you.
f

CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS
AMENDMENT

SPEECH OF

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 12, 1997

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
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consideration the bill joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 2) proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States with respect
to the number of terms of office of Members
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives:

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to speak in opposition to the rule
on House Joint Resolution 2, reported out of
the Rules Committee on yesterday. There
were a total of 19 amendments that were con-
sidered by the Rules Committee: 14 by Re-
publicans and 5 by Democrats. This unequivo-
cally points out the division in the House on
this issue; not just between Republicans and
Democrats, but between Republicans who
support term limits and a good number of
those who do not.

I must point out that even the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee, Congressman HYDE,
does not support this amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I am not in favor of Members
of Congress deciding who the American peo-
ple should and should not vote for.

However, it is my position that if we are to
have a constitutional amendment on term lim-
its, it should be the people who make that in-
dividual choice. It will be the people who are
most affected by this amendment to the Con-
stitution, so why not let the people decide if
they want term limits.

Mr. Speaker, the two amendments that I
proposed would have done just that. The first
would have given the States the power to pre-
scribe the maximum number of terms for a
particular State. This would have allowed a
State to tailor its limits to the needs and the
will of the people of that State.

It was a compromise amendment which al-
lowed the States that wanted term limits to
have them and the States that did not want
term limits to reject them.

It is evident that we can not adopt different
versions of an amendment to the Constitution.
But we can allow the States to adopt their own
versions of term limits.

The Supreme Court, in U.S. Term Limits
versus Thorton, has made it clear that, without
an amendment to the Constitution, the States
do not have the authority to impose them lim-
its on Members of Congress.

Consequently, now that we are in the
amendment phase of creating a solution for
the issue of term limits, the argument can be
made that this is a power that should be given
to the States. The legislatures of each State
have an inherent local interest in developing a
term limits solution for their particular State.

The States are now prepared to make a de-
cision of term limits. Twenty three States have
passed proposals affecting Members’ terms of
office. These States legislatures are now
poised to take action. Why not let them take
action on an amendment that would give them
the power to decide the maximum number of
terms for their Members.

My second amendment went one step fur-
ther than State action empowerment. It gave
the power of ratifying a term-limits amendment
to the people of the individual States.

It allowed the individual voters of each State
to come together using the convention proc-
ess to vote on whether they wanted to ratify
this constitutional amendment.

In keeping with the spirit of the Founding
Fathers of our great country, this amendment
lets the American people decide who will rep-
resent them in the Congress of the United
States and for exactly how long.

Article V. of the U.S. constitution prescribes
the ratification methods that may be used in
ratifying an amendment to the Constitution. It
may either be by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the States or by conventions in
three-fourth thereof.

The Founding Fathers granted Congress the
power to decide which mode of ratification of
an amendment to the Constitution may be
used.

Mr. Speaker, there is a time such as this, in
deciding an issue which will fundamentally
change the nature of the Congress, that it
would behoove us to consult with and defer to
the American people.

The convention process allows us this op-
portunity. It allows for the American people to
speak to an issue and to participate in the
shaping and defining of that issue.

There is no doubt that in this democracy,
the ratification of an amendment to the U.S.
Constitution, utilizing the convention method,
is by far the most democratic. The people of
the United States would have the opportunity
to participate in a process that is fundamental
to the American way of openness and inclu-
sion. The voters of America would have the
opportunity to unquestionably validate this
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States.

In doing so, this will not be the first time that
an amendment to the Constitution was ratified
by conventions in three-fourths of the several
States. The 21st amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution, in section 3, provides for ratification
by conventions in the several States. Section
3 of the 21st amendment states:

This article shall be inoperative unless it
shall have been ratified as an amendment to
the Constitution by conventions in the sev-
eral States, as provided in the Constitution,
within seven years from the date of submis-
sion hereof to the States by the Congress.

This 21st amendment, which repealed the
18 amendment prohibition of intoxicating liq-
uors was ratified on December 5, 1933. Dele-
gates in 25 States were elected in statewide
at-large elections, delegates in 14 States were
elected by congressional districts and 4 States
used a combination of the two.

Laws providing for ratifying conventions
were passed in 43 States and 16 of these
States passed permanent statutes for future
referrals of amendments. Clearly, this was a
democratic effort by the people of the United
States.

I must note that the very Constitution by
which we have authority to sit and do the busi-
ness of the American people was ratified by
the convention method. Article VII, of the U.S.
Constitution states:

The ratification of the conventions of nine
States shall be sufficient for the establish-
ment of this Constitution between the States
so ratifying the same.

If the convention method of ratification was
good enough for the ratification of our great
Constitution, then the convention method of
ratification must be good enough for amending
this same Constitution.

If the supporters of term limits were genuine
about the concerns of the American people,
they would have voted for these two amend-
ments.

I submit to you, Mr. Speaker, that they are
not genuine. The rejection of these two
amendments, each of which would have given
the decisionmaking authority to the States and

to the voters, reveals that the people who are
trying to push term limits down the throats of
the American people only are genuine about
taking power away from the voters of America.

Consequently, I urge my colleagues not to
vote in favor of this rule.
f

FLAG PROTECTION AMENDMENT
REINTRODUCED TODAY

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 13, 1997

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, along with the
other sponsors of the constitutional amend-
ment to prohibit the burning and desecration
of the American flag, I am so proud that today
we are reintroducing the flag protection
amendment. This continues the grassroots ef-
fort to once and for all put an end to the dis-
respect and desecration of the symbol of our
country—Old Glory.

With the support of fellow Members of Con-
gress on both sides of the aisle, the dedicated
members of the Citizens Flag Alliance—con-
sisting of over 100 veterans and civic organi-
zations, many of whom are represented here
today—and 49 State legislatures, we are con-
fident we will finally be able to restore the long
overdue protection to Old Glory we see flying
above us today.

Ever since that tragic day in 1989 when 5
men in black robes said it was OK to burn and
destroy our blessed flag, we have attempted
to amend the U.S. Constitution to prohibit
such desecration but have fallen short of the
necessary two-thirds vote in both the House
and Senate. But now we are within reach of
that goal, and today marks the beginning of
the grassroots push to get at least 290 Rep-
resentatives and 67 Senators to sponsor our
legislation which will guarantee its passage.

There are still those who will maintain that
burning the very symbol of our Nation is sim-
ply an expression of speech. I for one, as well
as all of you, take such an expression much
more seriously. Such an act is purely a de-
nouncement of the very spirit, principles, and
system of government under which we enjoy
our freedoms and opportunities. After all, the
flag, being the very symbol of American free-
doms and ideals, ought to be protected with
the same vigor with which we protect the very
freedoms and rights it represents. To that end,
burning this blessed symbol is purely a crime
against the State.

In our opinion, we ought to view the flag as
a national monument and treat it with the
same degree of reverence. As we look around
ourselves today, we are surrounded by sym-
bols of our freedom and the system of govern-
ment so many have fought to protect. Stand-
ing here we gaze upon the Washington Monu-
ment, a beacon honoring the wisdom and
dedication of our Founding Fathers. Beyond
that lies the Lincoln Memorial and behind me,
the U.S. Capitol, recognized throughout the
world as the very symbol of democracy. In
fact, throughout this city there are countless
representations of our culture and ideals.
However, no single one embodies America, or
what it is to be an American, like this lone glo-
rious symbol. Yet, vandalizing these monu-
ments would be unconscionable and consid-
ered a disgraceful crime, as well it should.
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Therefore, it is only appropriate our flag re-
ceive the same exceptional consideration.

For those who doubt the symbolism of the
American flag, we need only look throughout
the world, at where it is and where it has
been, to understand its significance. Right
now, our distinguished flag acts as an ambas-
sador of freedom and opportunity to those
who suffer under oppressive regimes such as
the ones found in Cuba, North Korea, and the
People’s Republic of China. For others who
have seen their freedom usurped and continue
to be threatened by overly ambitious dictators,
like the people of Kuwait and Taiwan, the
American flag stands as a reminder of a com-
passionate ally.

Why is Old Glory of such significance to
people throughout the world? We need only
reflect upon where our flag has been to under-
stand why this symbol is held in such high re-
gard worldwide. For instance, an early version
was carried at the Battle of Saratoga in my
district, the turning point of the Revolutionary
War, and the beginning of our flags associa-
tion with the rights of free people over authori-
tarian regimes.

It was flying over the U.S.S. Arizona that in-
famous day when it was so tragically blownup
and destroyed at Pearl Harbor. Later, that
same war, it was raised triumphantly over the
island of Iwo Jima, a scene which undeniably
represents the supremacy of freedom and de-
mocracy over oppression and tyranny. Fur-
thermore, it marks the graves of brave soldiers
of freedom like those just across the Potomac
in Arlington, to the overlooking the beaches of
Normandy on the other side of the Atlantic, to
those halfway around the world on the Phil-
ippine islands. What better reason to protect
this symbol of America.

All that is required now, is for each of us to
draw upon this patriotic fire and do all we can
to effect this demanded change to our Con-
stitution. It is only appropriate that this, our
most sacred document, include within its
boundaries, a protection of the flag, our most
sacred and beloved national symbol.

An active grassroots campaign is already in
place under the tireless efforts of the members
of the Citizens Flag Alliance. However, we
need to get the message to all Americans to
contact their Congressman and urge support

of this resolution. Outside the beltway, 49
State legislatures, including my home State of
New York, have already passed resolutions
urging Congress to pass this constitutional
amendment. In the 104th Congress, the
House of Representatives overwhelmingly
passed a similar amendment by a vote of 312
to 120. That same amendment fell just three
votes short of passage in the Senate.

Today, we are introducing an amendment to
empower Congress—instead of Congress and
the States, as we did in the last Congress—
to prohibit the physical desecration of the
American flag. This represents an effort to
broaden the support for this amendment. It is
also entirely appropriate that Congress be the
sole legislative body responsible for protecting
our national flag.

Addressing the despicable maltreatment of
our national symbol is close at hand ladies
and gentlemen. All it takes is a little more hard
work to get the message to your Congress-
man and ignite the American spirit lying within
all of us.
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Daily Digest
Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S1339–S1424

Measures Introduced: Twenty-two bills and four
resolutions were introduced, as follows: S. 320–341,
and S. Res. 55–58.                                            Pages S1382–83

Measures Passed:

Modifying Milk Prices: By 83 yeas to 15 nays
(Vote No. 11), Senate agreed to S. Res. 55, express-
ing the Sense of the Senate regarding the need to ad-
dress immediately the decline in milk prices.
                                                                                    Pages S1366–68

Congressional Adjournment: Senate agreed to H.
Con. Res. 21, providing for an adjournment of the
House until Tuesday, February 25, 1997, and an ad-
journment of the Senate until Monday, February 24,
1997.                                                                        Pages S1417–18

Committee Funding: Senate agreed to S. Res. 54,
authorizing biennial expenditures by committees of
the Senate.                                                              Pages S1418–23

Population Planning—Agreement: A unanimous-
consent agreement was reached providing for the
consideration of H.J. Res. 36, approving the Presi-
dential finding that the limitation on obligations
imposed by section 518A(a) of the Foreign Oper-
ations Export Financing, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Act of 1997, is having a negative im-
pact on the proper functioning of the population
planning program, on Monday, February 24, 1997.
                                                                                            Page S1418

Balanced Budget Constitutional Amendment—
Agreement: A unanimous-consent agreement was
reached providing for the consideration of certain
amendments to be proposed to S.J. Res. 1, proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States to require a balanced budget.                 Page S1418

Measures Indefinitely Postponed: Senate indefi-
nitely postponed further consideration of the follow-
ing measures:

Modifying Milk Prices: S. Res. 52, expressing the
Sense of the Senate regarding the need to address
immediately the current milk crisis.                Page S1423

Authority for Committees: All committees were
authorized to file executive and legislative reports
during the adjournment of the Senate on Tuesday,
February 18, 1997, from 10 a.m. until 2 p.m.
                                                                                            Page S1423

Appointments:
Barry Goldwater Scholarship and Excellence in

Education Foundation: The Chair, on behalf of the
Vice President, pursuant to the provision of P.L.
99–661, appointed Senator Levin as a member of the
Board of Trustees of the Barry Goldwater Scholar-
ship and Excellence in Education Foundation.
                                                                                            Page S1423

U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council: The Chair, on
behalf of the President pro tempore, pursuant to
Public Law 96–388, as amended by Public Law
97–84, re-appointed the following Senators to the
United States Holocaust Memorial Council: Senators
Hatch, Grassley, and Murkowski.                      Page S1423

Mexico-U.S. Interparliamentary Group: The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 276h–276k, as amended, appointed Sen-
ator Dodd as Vice Chairman of the Senate Delega-
tion to the Mexico-U.S. Interparliamentary Group
during the 105th Congress.                                  Page S1423

U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council: The Chair, on
behalf of the President pro tempore, pursuant to
Public Law 96–388, as amended by Public Law
97–84, appointed the following Senators to the
United States Holocaust Memorial Council: Senators
Boxer and Lautenberg.                                             Page S1423

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Aida Alvarez, of New York, to be Administrator
of the Small Business Administration.

Janet L. Yellen, of California, to be a Member of
the Council of Economic Advisers.                   Page S1423

Nominations Received: Senate received the follow-
ing nominations:

1 Air Force nomination in the rank of general.
Routine lists in the Foreign Service.

                                                                                    Pages S1423–24

Messages From the House:                               Page S1381

Measures Read First Time:                               Page S1381
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Communications:                                             Pages S1381–82

Petitions:                                                                       Page S1382

Statements on Introduced Bills:     Pages S1383–S1407

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page S1407

Notices of Hearings:                                      Pages S1409–10

Authority for Committees:                                Page S1410

Additional Statements:                                Pages S1410–11

Record Votes: One record vote was taken today.
(Total—11)                                                            Pages S1367–68

Adjournment: Senate convened at 11 a.m. and, in
accordance with H. Con. Res. 21, adjourned at 6:11
p.m., until 11:30 a.m., on Monday, February 24,
1997. (For Senate’s program, see the remarks of the
Acting Majority Leader in today’s Record on page
S1423.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

COMMODITY EXCHANGE ACT REFORM

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: Com-
mittee resumed hearings on S. 257, to amend the
Commodity Exchange Act to improve the Act by
streamlining U.S. futures trading law and conform-
ing it to the changing competitive environment, re-
ceiving testimony from Jerry L. Osborne, ConAgra,
Omaha, Nebraska, on behalf of the National Grain
Trade Council; Ron Warfield, Illinois Farm Bureau,
Bloomington, on behalf of the American Farm Bu-
reau Federation; Larry Quandt, Illinois Farmers
Union, Mason, on behalf of the National Farmers
Union; Kendell W. Keith, National Grain and Feed
Association, Micah S. Green, Public Securities Asso-
ciation, on behalf of the Bond Market Trade Associa-
tion, and Ed Rosen, Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen and
Hamilton, on behalf of a coalition of investment and
commercial banks, all of Washington, D.C.; Daniel
J. Roth, National Futures Association, Laurence E.
Mollner, Dean Witter Reynolds, Inc., on behalf of
the Futures Industry Association, and Alger B.
Chapman, Chicago Board Options Exchange, on be-
half of certain securities self-regulatory organizations,
all of Chicago, Illinois; Robert G. Easton, Commod-
ities Corporation Limited, Princeton, New Jersey, on
behalf of the Managed Futures Association; and Gay
H. Evans, Bankers Trust International, on behalf of
the International Swaps and Derivatives Association,
Inc., and John J. Finigan Jr., Foreign Exchange
Committee, both of New York, New York.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

BIENNIAL BUDGETING
Committee on the Budget: Committee concluded hear-
ings on S. 261, to provide for a biennial budget
process and a biennial appropriations process and to
enhance oversight and the performance of the Federal
Government, after receiving testimony from Senators
Ford and Thomas; Louis Fisher, Senior Specialist,
Separation of Powers, Congressional Research Service;
John P. McTague, Ford Motor Company, Dearborn,
Michigan; and Ronald K. Snell, Denver, Colorado,
on behalf of the National Conference of State Legis-
latures.

AUTHORIZATION—INTERMODAL
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
Committee on Environment and Public Works: Sub-
committee on Transportation and Infrastructure held
hearings on proposed legislation authorizing funds
for programs of the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act of 1991, receiving testimony
from Mortimer L. Downey, Deputy Secretary of
Transportation; Andrew H. Card, Jr., American
Automobile Manufacturers Association, Washington,
D.C.; Darrel Rensink, Iowa Department of Transpor-
tation, Des Moines, on behalf of the American Asso-
ciation of State Highway and Transportation Offi-
cials; Damian J. Kulash, Eno Transportation Founda-
tion, Inc., Lansdowne, Virginia; and Alan E. Pisarki,
Falls Church, Virginia.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

ADMINISTRATION’S BUDGET
Committee on Finance: Committee continued hearings
to examine the Administration’s proposed budget re-
quest for fiscal year 1998, focusing on spending pro-
posals relating to Medicare, Medicaid and welfare,
receiving testimony from Donna E. Shalala, Secretary
of Health and Human Services.

Committee recessed subject to call.

NOMINATION
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings on the nomination of Pete Peterson, of Flor-
ida, to be Ambassador to the Socialist Republic of
Vietnam, after the nominee, who was introduced by
Senators Graham and McCain, testified and answered
questions in his own behalf.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Committee met
and agreed to authorize the issuance of subpoenas on
matters relating to the committee’s investigation of
illegal or improper fund raising and spending prac-
tices during the 1996 Federal election campaigns.
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CORPORATE SUBSIDY REFORM
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Committee held
hearings on S. 207, to review, reform, and terminate
unnecessary and inequitable corporate spending sub-
sidies in the federal budget, receiving testimony
from Senators McCain, Kerry, and Feingold; and
Thomas A. Schatz, Citizens Against Government
Waste, Grover G. Norquist, Americans for Tax Re-
form, Courtney Cuff, Friends of the Earth, and Dean
Stansel, Cato Institute, all of Washington, D.C.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

FLEXIBLE WORKPLACE OPTIONS
Committee on Labor and Human Resources: Subcommit-
tee on Employment and Training concluded hearings
on S. 4, to provide private sector employees the same
opportunities for time-and-a-half compensatory time
off, biweekly work programs, and flexible credit
hour programs to help balance the demands and
needs of work and family, and to clarify the provi-

sions relating to exemptions of certain professionals
from the minimum wage and overtime requirements
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, after receiv-
ing testimony from Senator Ashcroft; Mayor Paul F.
Jadin, Green Bay, Wisconsin, on behalf of the Unit-
ed States Conference of Mayors, and Marilyn Richter,
Corporation Counsel of the City of New York, New
York, both on behalf of the Public Sector FLSA Coa-
lition; James A. Willms, Unicover Corporation,
Cheyenne, Wyoming; Donna R. Lenhoff, Women’s
Legal Defense Fund, Susan M. Eckerly, National
Federation of Independent Business, and David M.
Silberman, Bredhoff and Kaiser, all of Washington,
D.C.; Sandie Moneypenny and Kathleen Fairall, both
of the Timken Company, Randleman, North Caro-
lina; William A. Stone, Louisville Plate Glass Com-
pany, Louisville, Kentucky, on behalf of the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce; and Diana Thompson, Puy-
allup, Washington.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 64 public bills, H.R.744–807; 2
private bills, H.R. 808–809; and 23 resolutions,
H.J. Res. 54–55, H. Con. Res. 21–23, and H. Res.
56–73, were introduced.                                   Pages H585–89

Reports Filed: One report was filed as follows:
H.R. 668, to amend the Internal Revenue Code of

1986 to reinstate the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund excise taxes (H. Rept. 105–5).                  Page H585

Guest Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the
guest chaplain, the Rev. Michael Osborne of Ocala,
Florida.                                                                              Page H527

Page Board: The Speaker appointed Representatives
Fowler and Kolbe to the House of Representatives
Page Board.                                                                     Page H527

Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts: The
Speaker appointed Representatives Gingrich and
McDade as members of the Board of Trustees of the
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts.
                                                                                              Page H527

Smithsonian Institution: The Speaker appointed
Representatives Livingston and Sam Johnson of
Texas as members of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution.                                           Page H527

Holocaust Memorial Council: The Speaker ap-
pointed Representatives Gilman, Regula, LaTourette,

and Fox of Pennsylvania to the United States Holo-
caust Memorial Council.                                           Page H527

United States Air Force Academy: The Speaker
appointed Representatives Hefley and Young of Flor-
ida as members of the Board of Visitors to the Unit-
ed States Air Force Academy.                                Page H527

United States Coast Guard Academy: The Speaker
appointed Representative Johnson of Connecticut as
a member of the Board of Visitors to the United
States Coast Guard Academy.                                Page H527

United States Merchant Marine Academy: The
Speaker appointed Representative King as a member
of the Board of Visitors to the United States Mer-
chant Marine Academy.                                            Page H527

United States Military Academy: The Speaker ap-
pointed Representatives Kelly and Taylor of North
Carolina as members of the Board of Visitors to the
United States Military Academy.                         Page H527

United States Naval Academy: The Speaker ap-
pointed Representatives Gilchrest and Skeen as
members of the Board of Visitors to the United
States Naval Academy.                                              Page H528

American Indian and Alaska Native Culture and
Arts: The Speaker appointed Representative Young
of Alaska to the Board of Trustees of the Institute
of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture and
Arts Development.                                                      Page H528
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Resignation from the House: Read a letter from
Representative Richardson wherein he resigns from
the House of Representatives to become Ambassador
to the United Nations.                                      Pages H529–30

Presidential Finding on the Population Planning
Program: By a yea-and-nay vote of 220 yeas to 209
nays, Roll No. 22, the House passed H.J. Res. 36,
approving the Presidential finding that the limita-
tion on obligations imposed by section 518A(a) of
the Foreign Operations Export Financing, and Relat-
ed Programs Appropriations Act of 1997, is having
a negative impact on the proper functioning of the
population planning program.                       Pages H530–51

District Work Period: House agreed to H. Con.
Res. 21, providing for the adjournment of the two
Houses.                                                                      Pages H551–52

Family Planning Facilitation and Abortion Fund-
ing Restriction: By a yea-and-nay vote of 231 yeas
to 194 nays, Roll No. 23, the House passed H.R.
581, to amend Public Law 104-208 to provide that
the President may make funds appropriated for pop-
ulation planning and other population assistance
available on March 1, 1997, subject to restrictions
on assistance to foreign organizations that perform or
actively promote abortions.                             Pages H555–64

Earlier, agreed to H. Res. 46, the rule under
which the bill was considered.                      Pages H552–55

Life and Service of Ambassador Pamela C. Har-
riman: The House agreed to H. Res. 49, expressing
appreciation for the life and service of the late Am-
bassador Pamela C. Harriman.                      Pages H564–65

Committee Election: The House agreed to H. Res.
58, designating minority membership on certain
standing committees of the House.                    Page H565

Calendar Wednesday: Agreed that business in
order under the calendar Wednesday rule be dis-
pensed with on Wednesday, February 26, 1997.
                                                                                              Page H565

Address By The President of Chile: Agreed that
it may be in order at any time on Thursday, Feb-
ruary 27, 1997 for the Speaker to declare a recess,
subject to the call of the chair, for the purpose of
receiving in joint meeting His Excellency Eduardo
Frei, President of the Republic of Chile.         Page H565

Meeting Hour: Agreed that when the House ad-
journs on Wednesday, February 26, 1997, it adjourn
to meet at 9 a.m. on Thursday, February 27.
                                                                                              Page H565

Extension of Remarks: Agreed that for today all
members be permitted to extend their remarks and
to include extraneous material in that section of the
record entitled ‘‘Extension of Remarks’’.         Page H566

Resignations and Appointments: Agreed that not-
withstanding any adjournment of the House until
Tuesday, February 25, 1997, the Speaker, Majority
Leader, and Minority Leader be authorized to accept
resignations and to make appointments authorized
by law or by the House.                                           Page H566

George Washington Birthday Observance:
Agreed that it be in order for the Speaker to appoint
two members of the House, one upon the rec-
ommendation of the Minority Leader, to represent
the House of Representatives at appropriate cere-
monies for the observance of George Washington’s
birthday to be held on Thursday, February 20, 1997.
                                                                                              Page H566

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designates Representative
Morella to act as Speaker pro tempore to sign en-
rolled bills and joint resolutions through February
25, 1997.                                                                          Page H566

Recess: The House recessed at 4:43 p.m. and recon-
vened at 5 p.m.                                                             Page H580

Recess: The House recessed at 5:19 p.m. and recon-
vened at 6:06 p.m.                                                      Page H581

Quorum Calls—Votes: Two yea-and-nay votes de-
veloped during the proceedings of the House today
and appear on pages H551 and H563–64. There
were no quorum calls.

Adjournment: Met at 10 a.m. and pursuant to the
provisions of H. Con. Res. 21, adjourned at 6:07
p.m., until 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, February 25,
1997.

Committee Meetings
LABOR-HHS-EDUCATION
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education held a
hearing on the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention, the Administration for Children and Fami-
lies and the Administration on Aging, Testimony
was heard from the following officials of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services: David Satcher,
M.D., Director, Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention; Olivia Golden, Administrator, Children,
Youth and Families; and Robyn I. Stone, Acting As-
sistant Secretary for Aging.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Legisla-
tive held a hearing on the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation. Testimony was heard from Representative Ar-
cher.
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NATIONAL SECURITY APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security met in executive session to hold a
briefing on the World Situation Update. The sub-
committee was briefed by George Tenet, Acting Di-
rector, CIA; and Lt. Gen. Patrick M. Hughes, USA,
Director, DIA, Department of Defense.

FINANCIAL SERVICES MODERNIZATION
Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Sub-
committee on Financial Institutions and Consumer
Credit continued hearings on Financial Services
Modernization legislation including H.R. 268, De-
pository Institution Affiliation and Thrift Charter
Conversion Act. Testimony was heard from Alan
Greenspan, Chairman, Board of Governors, Federal
Reserve System; the following officials of the Depart-
ment of the Treasury: Eugene A. Ludwig, Comptrol-
ler of the Currency; and John F. Downey, Executive
Director, Supervision, Office of Thrift Supervision;
Ricki Helfer, Chairman, FDIC; and Arthur Levitt,
Jr., Chairman, SEC.

CBO BUDGET OUTLOOK AND ANALYSIS
Committee on the Budget: Held a hearing on CBO
Budget Outlook and Analysis of the Administra-
tion’s Budget Proposal. Testimony was heard from
June E. O’Neill, Director, CBO.

ARMORED CAR RECIPROCITY
AMENDMENTS; COMMITTEE BUDGET AND
OVERSIGHT PLAN
Committee on Commerce: Ordered reported H.R. 624,
Armored Car Reciprocity Amendments of 1997.

The Committee also approved the Committee
budget and an oversight plan for the 105th Con-
gress.

OVERSIGHT PLAN; COMMITTEE BUDGET
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Approved an
oversight plan and the committee budget for the
105th Congress.

ADMINISTRATION’S BUDGET: CIVIL
SERVICE IMPACTS
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Civil Service held a hearing on the
Administration’s fiscal year 1998 budget: Civil Serv-
ice Impacts. Testimony was heard from public wit-
nesses.

OVERSIGHT—GAO HIGH-RISK SERIES
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Government Management, Informa-
tion and Technology held a hearing on ‘‘Oversight
of the GAO’s High-Risk Series.’’ Testimony was
heard from Gene L. Dodaro, Assistant Comptroller

General, Accounting and Information Management
Division, GAO.

RURAL HEALTH CLINIC PROGRAM
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Human Resources and Intergovern-
mental Relations held a hearing on the Need for
Better Focus in the Rural Health Clinic Program.
Testimony was heard from the following officials of
the GAO: Bernice Steinhardt, Director, Health Serv-
ice Quality and Public Health; and Frank Pasquier,
Assistant Director—Health Issues, Seattle; the fol-
lowing officials of the Department of Health and
Human Services: Kathy Buto, Associate Adminis-
trator, Policy, Health Care Financing Administra-
tion; Marilyn H. Gaston, M.D., Director, Bureau of
Primary Health Care, Health Resources and Services
Administration; and George Grob, Deputy, Office of
Inspector General; and public witnesses.

SUPERFUND CLEAN-UP
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on National Economic Growth, Natural
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs held a hearing on
Superfund Clean-Up. Testimony was heard from
Representatives Pallone and Mica; the following offi-
cials of the GAO: Peter Guerrero, Director, Environ-
mental Protection Issues; Stanley Czerwinski, Associ-
ate Director and Jim Donagahy, Assistant Director,
both with the Resources, Community and Economic
Development Division; and Mitchell Karpman,
Mathematical Statistician; Elliot Laws, Assistant Ad-
ministrator, Solid Waste and Emergency Response,
EPA; and public witnesses.

HONG KONG’S REVERSION TO PEOPLE’S
REPUBLIC OF CHINA
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
Asia and the Pacific held a hearing on Hong Kong’s
Reversion to the People’s Republic of China. Testi-
mony was heard from Jeffrey Bader, Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary, East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Depart-
ment of State; and public witnesses.

THREATS TO U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY
Committee on National Security: Held a hearing on
threats to U.S. National Security. Testimony was
heard from the following former Directors of the
CIA: James Woolsey, William Webster, and James
Schlesinger.

COMMITTEE ORGANIZATION; OVERSIGHT
PLAN
Committee on Small Business: Met for organizational
purposes.

The Committee also approved an oversight plan
for the 105th Congress.
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COMMITTEE ORGANIZATION
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Met for
organizational purposes.

USER FEES FOR FAA SERVICES
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Aviation continued hearings on Air-
lines’ Proposals to Establish User Fees for FAA Serv-
ices. Testimony was heard from public witnesses.

ADMINISTRATION’S BUDGET; OVERSIGHT
PLAN
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Held a hearing on the
Administration’s fiscal year 1998 budget. Testimony
was heard from Jesse Brown, Secretary of Veterans
Affairs; Frank Q. Nebeker, Chief Judge, U.S. Court
of Veterans Appeals; Preston M. Taylor, Jr., Assist-
ant Secretary, Veterans’ Employment and Training,
Department of Labor; Maj. Gen. John P. Herrling,
USA (Ret.), Secretary, American Battle Monuments
Commission; and H. Martin Lancasater, Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works).

The Committee also approved an oversight plan
for the 105th Congress.

MEDICARE PROVISIONS OF
ADMINISTRATION’S BUDGET
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Health held a hearing on Medicare provisions in the
Administration’s budget. Testimony was heard from
Bruce C. Vladeck, Administrator, Health Care Fi-

nancing Administration, Department of Health and
Human Services; and public witnesses.

ADMINISTRATION’S BUDGET—HUMAN
RESOURCES PROVISIONS
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Human Resources held a hearing on the Human Re-
source provisions of the fiscal year 1998 Administra-
tion’s budget. Testimony was heard from Represent-
ative Smith of Texas; Olivia A. Golden, Acting As-
sistant Secretary, Children and Families, Department
of Health and Human Services; Carolyn W. Colvin,
Deputy Commissioner, Programs and Policy, SSA;
and public witnesses.

House
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Sub-

committee on National Security, International Affairs,
and Criminal Justice, hearing on ‘‘U.S. Counternarcotics
Assistance to Colombia,’’ 9 a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

f

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRAM AHEAD

Week of February 24 through February 28, 1997

House Chamber
Monday, The House is not in Session.
Tuesday through Friday, The legislative program

will be announced later. On Thursday, the House
and Senate will receive His Excellency Eduardo Frei,
President of the Republic of Chile in a Joint Meet-
ing.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

11:30 a.m., Monday, February 24

Senate Chamber

Program for Monday: Senator Frist will read Washing-
ton’s Farewell Address. Senate will also consider H.J. Res.
36, regarding population planning, and resume consider-
ation of S.J. Res. 1, Balanced Budget Constitutional
Amendment.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

12:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25

House Chamber

Program for Tuesday: To be announced.
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